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FOREWORD

During the 1974-75 academic year the eight member institutions of
the National Consortium: of Competency Based Education Centers
sponsored conferences on a variety of topics related to Competency
Based Teacher Education (CBTE). The conference, organized and-held
by the College of Education, The University of Toledo, Toledo, Ohio, op
November 20-and 21, 1974, focused on Research and Evaluation in
‘Operational Competency-Based Teacher Education Programs.

The two-day meeting .attracted more than 100 college and
university teacher education personnel and researchers from all sections
of the United States. Two conceptual models for research and evaluation
of CBTE activities were presented (1) A Comprehensivé Medley-Soar-
Toledo Model for Research in Teacher Education and (2) the Oregon
College of Education Teaching Research Paradigm for Resear¢h on
Teather Preparation. These two research models comprise the present,
fundamental approaches to the evaluation and validation of operating
CBTE programs. The presentations on these two models in the first two
chapters of this monograph by Professors Robert. Soar of the Umversxty
_of Florida and H. Del Schalock of the Teaching Research Division of the
Oregon State System of Higher Education <learly delineate two similar,
yet different, conceptual models for CBTE research which will become
the basis for such research efforts involving questions of validity and
accountability in the yedrs ahead.

* Accompanying the/ two maJor papers are four papers on support
systems which must bé involved in_research and evaluation in CBTE.
Dr. Paul D. Gallagher of Florida International University outlines the
information-management-data support system used with CBTE opera-
tions at that institution. Dr. Gilbert S. Shearron discusses field-
based support systems and raises important considerations in this area.
Dr. Sam J. Yarger of Syracuse University provides the essential
rélationship of the teacher education center to CBTE research and_
evaluation. Dr. Karl Massanari discusses the particular need to provxde
: inservice CBTE personnel, both on and off campus, with neecled
education and re-education to support a comprehensive research and
evaluation effort. ' ’

»

_ University of Toledo personnel discuss the comprehensive research
and evaluation model developed at The University of Toledo which is
being used to research and evaluate The University of Toledo CBTE
program at both the elementary and secondary teacher education levels.

The concluding paper b}, Dr. Freder'ck J. McDonald, Executive

{




Director of the National Commission on Performance Based Education,
Educational Testing Service in Princeton, New Jersey, develops insight
into the needed operational steps to create a research and evaluation
system for CBTE. Dr. McDonald indicates how such research can be
. carried out in any location involved with CBTE using simple or complex
procedures and with or without eXternal institutiona! funding. ’
The contents of this monograph will supply the guidelines for future
CBTE research and evaluation efforts whether these efforts be
conducted by a single institution or by larger and more complex insti-
tutional arrangements. The subject addxessed in the following pages is
of the highest priority in continuing, CBTE developmental efforts. A
very useful contribution to CBTE literature and action is provided.
Individuals-and institutions involved with.CBTE are urged to heed this
call for action and accountability. '

. We wish to make a special acknowledgement of the continuing
" support and stimulation of Dr. Allen Schmieder, NCIES, U.S.0.E. and
Dr. James Steffensen, geacher Corps, U.S.0.E.

George E. Dickson
Dean
College of Education




- THE MEDLEY-SOAR-TOLEDO MODEL FOR
" -RESEARCH IN TEACHER EDUCATION

Robert S. Soar

’

. . Y o,
It seems clear from this vantage point in timeoihat much of the past
research on relations between classroom experience and pupil growth
‘has been handicapped by. a conception which was too-simple. We have
suggested elsewhere that the model for educational research in the past
may have been in error in that it looked for a small number of large
effects, whereas the reality of the educational. process may rather be
that a large number of small effects are at work (Soar and Soar, 1973).

When numbers of classes of variables -and sets of relationshipslare
involved, a model is helpful in organizing the thinking process. A
number of years ago, Mitzel (1960) proposed three classes of variables
for dealing with the question of teacher effectiveness: presage, process
_and product. Presage variables included all the characteristics of the
teacher before he‘entered the classroom, such as intelligence, age, sex,
years of experience, degree status, graduate hours in education,ggtc.;
process variables referred to measures of the nature of the interaction
that occurred between the teacher and pupils within the classroom after
the door closed, such as emotional climate, perniisgiveness, disorder,
task orientation, etc.; and product measures, which were outcome
measures for pupils, such as increase in reading or arithmetic skili,
growth in positiveness of self-concept, a more favorable attitude toward
school, ete. This delineation of classes of variables has been a very
serviceable one for describing the nature of various studies of teacher
effectiveness. Early studies, for example, were often presage-product
studies, in which such variables as the experience, education or
intelligence of the teacher were related to one or more pupil outcome
measures. More recently, greater attention has been given to process-
product studies, in which measures of classroom behavior have been
related to measures of pupil outcome. Presage-process studies have also
been carried out, of course, in which the characteristics of the teacher
were examined in relation to the kind of classroom process which
occurred in the teacher’s classroom.

. A recent use of this terminology occurs in the Dunkin-Biddle (1974)
review, Studies of Teaching, in which these terms are used to classify
studies for review purposes.

Ain Extended Model
More recently, Medley (1974) has extended this conceptual scheme
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Robert,S. Soar

to represent more of the complexity of the classes of variables which
,impinge- on the training.and performance of the teacher, and the
*behavior and the outcomes of pupils in the classroom. That organizing

scheme is the one which was used as the basis for planning the evalua-
tion. of the teacher education program at The University of Toledo..

Assessment Points—In'Medley's model, and the modification shown
in Figure 1, each of the rectangles represents an assessment point. They
are numbered sequentially from pupil outcomes, the objective; with the

i rectangles rumbered away from it representing increased distance from
those outcomes. Pupll behaviors represent activities in which puplls
must be_involved in order to learn (or to attain other- objectives). It will
be recognized that in some instances pupil behavior is itself-an obJectlve,
so.that-these two rectangles are shown as overlapping.” That is, such

, thlngs as involvement in somme sort of learning task, supportiveness-of
behavior between pupils and pupil support of orderly classroom
procedures would probably be taken as objectives in themselves.

Teacher behavior is represented as modifying pupil bahavior and, in
turn, pupil outcomes. The arrow points both ways, however, indicating
that teacher behavior is also ;influenced by pupil behavior. Teacher
behavior, in turn,is-an-outcome of teacher training, and of student
teacher entry characterlstlcs

Parenthetlcally, the model suggests a reason why the older
presage-product studies .may have so- rarely produced meamngful
results—namely, that there are three intervening complexes of
influence which moderate the effect of teacher entry characteristics on

.

pupil outcomes. . ‘

Examination of the model suggests that the behavior of the student
teacher as he completes his training program is, in a ve~y real sense, the
central point of the model. It represents the transition from the college
of education to the real world' classroom. On the one hand, it is the
outcome of the selection and training process; and on the other hand, it is
the input to the publlc school classroom. It also seems useful here to
make a distinction in terms which Medley suggested—that the term

“program evaluation” be applied to the relationship between teacher
selectlon and training and student teacher behaviors; and to restrict the
term “program validation” to relations between student teacher
behaviors and pupil behaviors or pupll outcomes. That is, program
evaluation is the test of whether studént teachers complete the program
equipped with the knowledges and skills which the program intends;
whereas program validation answers .the question of whether the
knowledges and skills the student teacher has learned make any
dlfference in pupil outcomes. -

ERIC




. THE MEDLEY-SOAR- TDLEDO MODEL FOR
RESEARCH IN TEACHER EDUCATION

Moderating Variables—The model represented here places greater
emphasis on classes of variables which are, in a sense, external or .
“off-line” to the central process described above, yet which moderate the
results at each of the assessment points. in the model. In some cases,
there is a rational or experiential basis for assuming that these off-line
lements are important; in others there are research data indicating the
importance of taking-such variables into account. .
Program Evaluation, |
-
In the sense in which the term is used here, program evaluation
. indicates the extent to which student teachers do in fact behave in ways
intended as outcomes of the program, do, in fact, possess the knowledge
and skill'intended. There are two ways in which this can be assessed. It
is clearly useful to have formative evzluations, represented by the
! performance of the student teacher in the various units or modules
which comprise the training program, as is usual. But as Medley
suggests, it is probably as important to have a summative evaluation at
. the end of the program as a kind of overal\l assessment of the student
teacher's ability to “get it all together”,. which may be somewhat
different from his ability to deal effectively with particular elements of
the progrz‘lm separately. It seems desirable that this summative measure
~.. be made’ up of relatively objective, behavioral measures, which|are
.extensive in number and variety, and which measure student-teacher
behavior .intended to support pupil growth in. different kinds of -
objectives. These are points which will be elaborated later.

Given such multiple measures of student-teac@yr behavior, it would
then become possible to evaluate programs in terms of the extent to
which particular coniponents of the training’ sequence appear to
contribute to the student teacher’s attainment of each desired perform-
ance. It may be useful to aggregate these va’rious earlier formative
measures into sub-groups—for example, it seems likely that training
experiences which require the student teacher to interact with others'
may contribute to different skills from those training experiences which
require him only to acquire cognitive skills. Activities requiring,gro‘pp
participation, that is, may differ as a class from essentially individual
learning experiences in“the skills which are supported.

In addition, the entry characteristics of the student teacher seem
likely to.be of interest as predictors not only of student teacher behavior,
but also of the kinds of training experiences which may be most useful to
him. It would not be surprising. for example, if the shy, retiring student
were more ir. :lined to choose individual activities than activities which
involved interaction with others, wherever the program offered suth a
choice. The first question toask would be whether choices followed these

ERIC 1o *
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. Robert S. Soar

%

expectations. A second .questlon berhaps of more interest, would be}
whether student teacher behavior appeared to be a joint function of the
training experiences the student teacher has had and his characteristics
as he entered the program; and if so, if one-appeared to be more

’ powerful than the other. . A
) %
If entry-characteristics of the student teacher were not known, it / ]
could easily happen that the individual activities chosen by the student \

viould be “credited” with his lack of interactive skill, when the entry
characteristic was actually a related factor, perhaps the principal one.

Where training options such as the one described, exnst for student
teachers, it will probably be useful to plan small experiments in which.
students with different entry characteristics would be randomly
assigned to different training experiences, in order to examine the
possibility that a student might profit most from the sort of experience
which he i$ least likely to choose. As a gengral statement, it seems
‘possible that entering characteristics of the student might to a degree
influefice the training experience which is'most useful fer him. This is -

" the logic of the aptitude treatment interaction (ATI) studles S

{%t ough the contributions macz2 by past studles of teacher

characterlstlcs have not been great, it 'seems possible that the
simultaneous analysis of teacher characteristics and teacher training
experiences might be more successful in predlctlng teacher behavior
that cither set of measures alone would be. There is also the possnbxllty
that sume of the more recent measures of teacher characteristics might

.be more serviceable than those employed in older ztudies. For example, ,
there is recent evidence that teacher conceptual level (Harvey, Prather,
White and Hoffmeister, 1968) predicts some aspects of teacher behavior
in the classroom to an encouraging degree. .

- . 'Asextreme examples of the need to recognize entry characteristics
in training programs, it seems unlikely .that all teaclie? education
candidates would find teaching in & classrfom modeled after the British
Infant School congenial, nor in a classroom taught by contingency
management (or behavior modification, behavior, analysis or preclsmn
teaching) and programmed materials.

Moderatmg Variables

There is evidence.that the behavior of the student teacher in intern-
ship is influenced by that of the cooperating teacher with whom he is
placed (Amidon, 1968), as would be expected. Indeed it seems likely
that-this is one of the more powerful influences on the behavior of the
student teacher. Similarly, it is commonly believed that the behavior of
the teacher following training is influenced by the attitudes and beliefs

fEKC | 42 T
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RESEARCH IN TEACHER EDUCATION

o 4

k about teaching which typify the school in which" he is employedﬂ.
Although they have not been published, incidental findings from some' of
our work and some of Medley’s show *“schoqh éffect” to be relatively
strong—that: is, that teaching behavior within scheols is more °
homogenedus than across schools. This may be a function of selection of
teachers, to a.degree, of course, but .the'prin’cipal and the teacher’s,

~ . lounge seem likely t/é be strong contenders. v

. v Italsoseems re/asonable that the behayjor of the teacher might vary -
with the nature of the pupil group assi\Eh‘ed to him, There .ig some ’
evidence.in support ofsthis, although its interpretation is uncertain. In ‘
two sets of data in which a variety of measures of pupils were taken in
the fall and again in the spring, and observational datg  were collected in

_ the classroonis during the year, there were numbers of moderately

- strong relationships between the pretest pupil class means and the class- *

. room behavior (l)’bserved ‘at mid-year. In general, thefe was closer
control by the teacher, less freedom and initiation by the pupils (and in

 first grades, somewhat less task orientation), when pupil entering scores

“were low on measures of social.status, readiness, ability, or achievement
(Soar and ‘Soar, 1973). The relatibn('%hips could, of course, reflect
selective placement by the school ad istration, but they also follo)w a
pattern which probably many edu%rs would expect to find.

4 ?

) R Program V;lili;tion
. The Need for Validation -

Altho gh all aspects of the research implied by this ‘model are
difficult. ar, ' expensive, il seems highly probable ‘that the program
validation asoect 5 of it will be the more difficult and the more expensive. °
But it also seems likely that program validation i4 the most critical. As

o _numbers of writers have pointed out, the résearch base that "we
currently have for saying that one kind of teacher behavior is more likely
to lead to_pupil growth than another is discouragingly thin and >
uncertain. There seems little question that .programs must be'developed
and evaluated on the basis of current theory and what knowledge exists,
but it seems equally clear that this process is a calculated risk. A -
calculated risk, that is, in that t6 the extent that theory and present
knowledge are weak, we may be committing large expenditures of times

. effort and money to- programs which wil| develop skills in student
teachers which will ultimately make no differepce to the pupils they
teach. Although this possibility is distressing, it does not appear to be an-
unreasonable one. :

»

. As an example of the weakness of present theory, it seems to us
that the two innovations which are currently receiving most attention in
schools are the movements toward “open” classrooms (however\tllat

P : N : o
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Robert S. Soar

term is defined) and toward confingency management\ tea\hmg (or its
alternative labels). 'Both claim support f from current theory and lSesearch
yet the two are so totally different in orientatfon and in pi°oced re as to
raise serious questions about the theory or research base which supports
both. \/ AL .
The whole history -of research on teacher effectiveness: is a
_ testimonial to the difficulty of demonstrating tha} the beliefs we hold
about teachmg behavior do, in fact, make a difference. A salient example
is the review b§ Medley and Mitzel (1959) of all of the studies  they could
find in.which ratings of teacher effectiveness which had beén made by
supervisors and administrators had, in turn, been related to any rea-
sonably objective measures of growth on the part: of “the pupils these
teachers taught. Wxth high consistency, there were no relationships
between the ratmgs and the growth of puplls ‘These findings indicate
that presumably Knowledgeable people could not gointoa classroom and
know whether learning was taking place or not. If the ratmgs, in durn,
reflected sets of beliefs about classroom practices which lead to learning,
then the bellefs appear to be in questlon as well. While these results are
relatxvely old, it seems reasonable po raise the question of how much the
kinds of beliefs on which programs are being built hase changed from

"then until now. )

. L]

At the same time, it may be that the beliefs are really correct—that,
the behaviors believed to facilitate gipwth of pupils really do—but that
the research studies which have: tested the relationships have not
demonstrated these associations with consx,stencyl because of desxgn
weaknesses. While this may be the case, it is not very redssuring in

. termes of the dependability of current knowledge as a basis for program
building.

*

And there is some evidence’that raises questions about current
beliefs. In thiee sets of datd, we have found evidence that as teaehers
work more. frequently with pupils at the hxgher cognitive levels of
Bloom’s taxonomy (Bloom, 1956), pupil gain in achievement decreases
That is, there is a negative relationship between the amount of -
interaction at hxgh cognitive levels, and pupil gain, even for faxrly l
complex measures of achievement. Sometimes this effect appears for all
pypils, . sometimes only for low socio-economic status pupils, but it l
appears frequently (Soar and Soar, 1972,,1973) g ‘

|
|
l
l
|
|

i

This is not to conclude that a teacher should interact only at the/
lower levels, but it does imply that it is possible for a teacher to interac
too often at too high a level, perhaps leading to frustration, lack of self-

, esteenf, and lower achlevement /gam on the part of pupils. Tlle ne a
e - /‘4 ‘e v ¢
s . . , 13
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“match” between where the pupil is and where the teacher is seems
obvious, but how many programs caution teachers in training about
working at too high cognitive levels?” :

\

Similarly, there are numbers of recent replications of the finding ,
that there are optimal amounts of some kinds of teacher behaviors vhich
are associated with greatest pupil growth, and thét greater or lesser
amounts of these behaviors are associated with decreased p"upii growth
(Brophy and Evertson, 1974; Soar, 1968; Soar and Soar, 1973}.

But how many programs specify limits for the behavior which is
desired—or is the “more is better” concept usually assumed?

Methodological Probléms \

The number of methodological difficulties in validating t\eacher
behaviors is great, but their neglect may account for the limited state of
our knowledge. < .

. Pupil Growth Time Period—It seems likely that relations between
teacher behavior and pupil growth may change as the length of the fime
period of pupil growth changes, but validation of a set of*teacher
behaviors in terms of growth in pupils will surely be easiest if the period
of teaching time is relatively brief. As a consequence, there is current
interest in short “evaluative teaching units” (Flanders, 1974) in which

_—some of the probiems of measuring pupil gain are avoided by basing the

teaching unit on materials for which it seems reasonable to assume no
knowledge on the part of the pupils, so that pupil achievement at the end
of the unit can be assumed to be largelx;if not completely a function of

the teaching unit.

But it seemls doubtful that the teaching skills which start pupils
from “ground-zero” in an area of knowledge new to them can be
generalized to the classroom situation in which part of the teaching task
is to integrate the new knowledge into pupils’ past knowledge, so as to
build on it. An additional problem is that of taking account of the fact
that pupils in the usuaj classroom differ widely in where they are.

Empirically, MecDonald | (1874} reports that student teacher
performance in mini-courses cannot ‘be predicted from performance in
micro-teaching. which raises a problem in the use of short teaching units’
for assessment with the intent of generalizing to the school year.

The problem is further con;plicated by evidence which suggests that
classroom beliavior which best supports pupil growth during the school
year inay be different,from the behavior which is associated with pupil

H
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. Robert §. Soar
! growth the following summer. If pupil grdwth over the summer were
minor, this would be unimportant, but there is evidence that practically
important amounts of growth for some pupils occur durmg the summer

while the pupil is out of schooi {Soar and Soar, 1969, 1973; Hayes and
Grether, 1969) .,,

Measurmg Pupxl Gam-—-Another problem w}'GSe difficulty is not

always recognized is that of measuring pupil gain. The usual procedure
is to administer a pretest and a posttest, and adjust the posttest score _
for standing on the pretest The procedures used for the adJust;nent are
typically analysis of covariance, or regressed or residual gain..But there
are difficulties with these procedures which are not widely recognized.
The major one is that if the groups within which the adjustment is to be |
made differ in pretest mean, the adjustment will be biased. Campbell |
.and Erlebacher (1970) develop the nature and the reasons for this effect
in careful detail, showing that where there is equal change in two groups
whlch differ in pretest mean, the adJustment made by covariance creates
a difference- favoring the- high prescormg group. The same effect, of
course, will hold for regressed gain. This nieans that the usual procedure
of applying covariance to pupil gain data from a number of classrooms

_ will add a spurious component of gain to the higher standing classrooms,
with the amount added being related to how high the classroom stood on
pfetest. McLean (1974) has explored the details of this problem further,
and found that the Porter adJustment which Campbell and Erlebacher
recommend, still permits the Splll‘lOUS adjustment to occur.

The second problem whlch is mherem in measuring gain is that the
measure of gain is much less reliable than the measures of pretgst or
posttest standing. When data are aggregated to the level of classroom
means, the problem is lessened, but for the data of individual pupils it
can bg severe. It seems iikely, as well, that the reliability problem will
be less severe for subject-matters which are sufficiently technical or
unusual that pupils start essentially from zero in the learning which the
gain measure represents. This is the logic of the evaluative teaching unit
(Flanders,.1974), and one of the major arguments favoring it.

Other Influences on Pupil Gain—Although reports of educational
outcomes often do not reflect it, there is widespread recognition that the
scores pupils earn at the end of the school year are much more strongly
influenced by such factors as the pupil's pretest score, his IQ, and his
socio-economic status than by the influence of the classroom. But even if
the effects of these influences are eliminated statistically, other influ-
ences such as the attitudes toward education expressed in the home and
by the pupil’'s peer group, and even the size of the community have
influence on achievement gain ranging from moderate to strong (Garber
and Ware, 1972; Anderson, 1970; Soar and Soar, 1973). ] \
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The problem, of course, is that unless the validation design and the
analysis of the data recognize and take account of these other sources of
influence which are relatively strong, the influence of the teacher, which
is relatively weaker, is not likely to be adequately Tepresented.

Nonlinear .Relations Between Teaching Behaviors and Pupil
Outcom:es.—,In past researches, the effect of teacher behavior on pupil
outcomes has mos. often been assessed either by calculating product
moment correlations between the teacher behaviors and the pupil
outcome measures or by-identifying groups of teachers who are high or
low on the behavior of interest and testing ‘whether there was a
corresponding difference in a pupil outcome, using the t test. The use of
the correlation coefficient as an index of association assumes that alinear
relatiqnship holds—that is, that as the teacher behavior increases, the - <
pupil outcome increases, without limit. The assumption is that if some of s
the behavior is good, more is better. Stated in this fashion, this “more is
better” assumption does not seem very reasonable, and several recent
analyses have .verified this (Solomon, Bezdek and Rosenberg, 1963;
Coats, 1966; Soar, 1968; Soar and Soar, 1972, 1973). The class of
variables for which this form of relationship has sometimes been found is -~
that of teacher behavior which limits or restricts the freedom of pupils,

in contrast to that of giving them greater freedom of choice. The form of

1

the x;elationship is one in which, starting from classes which are tightly
~ _ controlled,.as pupil freedom increases across classrooms, achievement
> -also increases, but only up to a point; beyond that point, ‘greater
amounts of freedom lead not to greater increases in gain but to decreases
in gain. ) .
| N .

," Multiple Pupil Outcome Measnures—Another aspect of the
validation problem which is widely known but infrequently recognized in
validation designs is the need for multiple pupil outcome measures.
While many of the objectives for which the school has accepted
rg‘sponsibility are not easily measurable, or in some cases are not

easurable at all, a broader gamut of measures is available than is
scpbmmonly employed. For example, there are serviceable measures of |
self-concept, and of the attitude of the student towards school. There are
llso achievement measures which differ in the complexity of the

bjective measured, for whick there is some evidence suggesting that
the achievement of complex cognitive processes such as abstracting,
inferring, or applying generalizations to solve new problems, is best
achieved under a somewhat different style of classroom teacher behavior

-/ than is a simpler objective such as memorizing the multiplication table or
dates in history (Solomon, Bezdek and Rosenberg, 1963; Soar, 1968;

J Soar and Soar, 1972, 1973). It seems probable that the current em_phasi§
| on criterion-referenced measurement, with its atten'dant concern for

Q
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small-step learning will be accompanied by an emphasis on simpler,
more immediate kinds of pupil learning. It i Is relevant to ask whether
these arg the learning objectives which are ‘'most highly valued, an 1f
not, to assure that more complex, longer-term measures of p
cognitive growth are made a part of the validation battery.

Interacting Relationships—Relationships between teacher be-
haviors and pupil outcomes are further complicated by the finding that
with some frequency the response a pupil makes to a given teacher
behavior depends on his characteristics at the beginning of the year; that
is, different pupils respond differently to the same teacher behavior.
Good teachers have always known this, of course, but researchers have
been slow to take this phenomenon into account.

Probably the best validated-interaction is that between thé socio--
economic status of the pupil and ‘various kinds of teaching behaviors
(Soar and Soar, 1973; Brophy and Evertson, 1974). Low social status

~ pupils are apparently more sensitive to affect expression in the
classroom, with evidence of greater growth with positive affect, and
decreased growth with negative szect in comparison with high social
status pupils. Another illustration i5 the interaction of social status and
cognitive level. Low social status pypils show a decrease of subject-
matter gain where larger amounts of classroom interaction are at the
higher levels of Bloom’s taxonomy. As indicated earlier, this result
appears for all pupils for some outcome measures but only for low social
status pupils in other cases. In addition to this finding with respect to
Bloom’s taxonomy of the cognitive domain, there is evidence from
another obse}'vatxon system that expemqental teaching (in the Deweyan
sense), which presents the pupil with challengmg Guestions which
“stump” him and cause him to sit, think, and’ “mull” have similar
negative influences for low social status pupils.

There is also evidence that a form of teacher control of pupil
behavior which is gentle and unobtrusive facilitates the cognitive growth
_of low social status pupils when present in larger amounts than is most
+ facilitative for the growth of high spcxal status pupils.
There is also evidence of differential response to classroom process
by pupil groups differing in anxiety, motivation level, and size of
community (Soar, 1968; Soar and Soar, 1973).

Finall)", as another aspect of the complexity of relationships
between teacher behavior and pupil outcomes, it is frequently true that
a teacher behavior measure which by itself is essentxally unrelated to
pupxl outcome may become related to that pupil outcome, sometimes
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strongly,.when other variables are held constant statistically. While this
idea seems initially confusing, on reflection it seems eminently
reasonable. What it reflects is that a classroom be)}xavior of more subtle
influence may be obscurred by other classroom behaviors whose effect is
more prominent, yet may all the same be significantly related to pupil
outcome—even strongly—when the others are’ contr:olled or held
constant. In effect, to know the influence of one classroom behavior,
others must be held constant. Put in this way, the result seems more
reasonable. In real classrooms, this condition is rarely met, so that
statistical control becomes necessary.

Parenthetically, this finding may be one of several reasons for the
frequency with which earlier studies of teacher behaYior failed to find
significant relationships with pupil gain. If other unmeasured variables
were the more powerful ones, the measured one could be masked or
obscured so that its effect was no longer shown. / : '

{

.It seems unlikely that the teacher will be able to change. his teaching
to take account of the degree of complexity cited here, especially the
interactions which indicate that different. “pupils should be taught
differently, but unless an evaluation or validation design takes. this
complexity into account, it risks learning nothing.

Analyzing the Data -

The preceding sections have suggested the importance of examin-
ing simultaneously numbers of measures of classroom behavior,
along with characteristics of the pupil, the community and the school,
along with pupil behaviors and pupil outcomes. Analyses such as these,
including interactions and nonlinear relationships, would be difficult if
not impossible to carry out using traditional methods of analysis of
variance and covariance. Apart from the complexit/y of the analysis,

non-orthogonality of the factors and the limited number of degrees of

freedom would make it impossible to carry such analyses very Mfar in

most real-world situations. But more recently, multiple regression has
been recognized as an alternative ‘method of analysis which will give
results identical to analysis of variance when the assumptions for the
latter are met, and which will still produce meéhingful results with
correlated factors. In addition to conserving the information which is lost
when continuous variables are cast into categories, degrees of freedom
are conserved as well, in that any continuous measure can be described
by one degree of freedom. As an example, two behavior factors, each at’
four levels, and the interaction between them, would use up fifteen
degrees of freedom in a conventional analysis of variance, whereas
multiple regression could test the same three hypotheses requiring only
three degrees of freedom. In addition, interactions and non-linear trends
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are easily tested, and the time and effort required to process the data
are minimal.

1 .

Where the skills and the degrees of freedom are available, extension
of these methods to multivariate designs offers further increase in
power. Summary statements of the usefulness of this procedure are
available in Cohen (1968) and Walberg (1971), with a more complete
statement by Kelly, Beggs, and McNeil (1969). The source which is
simultaneously most conceptual and most practically detailed is

. Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1974).

A Concluding Comment

" This is a demanding picture of the requirements for program
evaluation and validation. Much of the, data collection for program
evaluation would go on within the program itself—would be necessary,
in fact—and little more than further analysxs of the data would be
required. But validation, will surely require additional, expensive data
«collection and. analysis. And in both cases, it seems -likely that
considerable amounts of data on moderating variables would ‘be
desirable. We commented earlier that reality in the classroom is
probably best represented by the cumulative effect of many small
influences; we would add to that the idea that the relations between
these mfluences are often nonlinear and interacting.

. Thxs degree of complexity is not advocated with the hope that the
findings will all be implemented in teacher behavior. But we suspect that
our evaluation and validation designs will need to be complex in order to
be productive at all. As Stanley (1966) has quoted Fisher,

No aphorism is more frequently repeated tn connection
with field trials, than that we must ask Nature few questions,
or ideally, one question at a time. The writer is con-
vinced that this view is wholly mistaken. Nature, he
suggests, will best respond to a logical and carefully iiought -
out questionnaire; indeed, if we ask her a single question,
she will often refuse to answer until some other topic has
been discussed. (P. 224).

\ / v
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TEACHING RESEARCH DIVISION PARADIGM FOR
RESEARCH ON TEACHER PREPARATION

H.D. Schalock and G.R. Girod

The position has been taken in a recent monograph (Schalock 1975)
that competency based education and teacher education programs hold
unusual promise as contexts for research. If properly organized, and if
measures of competence are of sufficient quality, they represent
contexts wherein research can be carried out at low cost and high
external as well as internal validity. This is a condition that has hever
before existed in education or teacher education, and if established
represents for the first time the possibility of the profession moving to
an empirically based.mode of operation. .

The position has also been taken in the monograph, however, that
attempting to combine research and program operation is a complex and

often risky venture. Competence measures of a quality that permits

them to be used in research, for example, are costly and difficult to
obtain. Controlling for sources of unwanted variation through use of
experimental and control groups places constraints upon program
operators that are often frustrating if not intolerable. As a consequence
of such complexities, at least five conditions seem to be needed if an

ongoing teacher preparation education program is to serve as the

context for.research:

Persons responsible for the management and operation of the
program must be inclined toward experimentation. Commit-
ment to empiricism and the desire to know must be dominant
features of the context. Research must be viewed as an
integral part of program operation, and as such viewed as a
continuous, necessary and desirable part of the program.

Persons responsible for the management and operation of the
education program must view it as subject to continuous
change, and view a systematically desngned program of
research on its effectiveness as a major data source:for its
change. When viewed m this way, research can have both
the immediate and applied value needed for support by those
responsible for program operatum

\
Data of a quality that will support trustworthy research must
O ' A0
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be collected as a normal part of program _operation.

Accurate, reliable descriptions of program operations must be
; provided and accurate, reliable measures of learning
- outcomes must be recorded as a matter of course.

«Sophisticated data management, storage, retrieval and dis-
play capabilities must be available. Data to be tused for
research, program operation and program adaptation pur-
poses must be routinely stored on computers and routinely
retrieved in formats that support program related decision
making and research. . )

There must be an advisory structure to insure that the
research that is pursued has value.to persons in the program
as well as to the profession at large. L
N Contextually valid, experimental research lays heavy demands on
AN ongoing educational programs, and unless the context within which a
program rests is special in many ways the demands of resgarch simply

! cannot be met.

Since fully operational CBTE programs are only now coming into
xistence, it is premature to look for examples of programs already
functioning as research contexts. Energies and resources beyond those
required for program operation‘have been directed largely to program
development. Moreover, even if energy and resources were available for
research, few programs have developed measures of competence of a’

¥ quality that permits them to be used for purposes of research.

Be this as it may, the Oregon College of Education—Teaching
Research (OCE-TR) Center for Competency Based Education has begun
to direct attention to the research, function. Though incomplete in its
development, it has progressed to the point where its description as a
research context is possible. The program as it now stands is prototypic

. of thekinds of contexts envisioned ultimately for a reasonable number of
CBE programs.*
The Competency-Baséd Elementary
Teacher Education Program at Oregon
College of Education as a Context for Research

Within the OCE-TR Center it is the elementary teacher education

~Other CBE Centers are engaging in research activities, for example, The University of Toledo, Flb:«ida State
University and the University of Wisconsin, but, with the exception of Toledo, these centers have not as yet
taken Steps to organize explicitly as contexts for research, ‘ ;
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program that has been developed thus far as a context for research. This
program neets most of the recommendations outlined above in that:
It has the public commitment of staff and administrators to
the research.function;

It has the public commitment of staff and administrators to
the program being subject to continuous change, and far the
direction of change to depend to a large ex‘ent upon the
results of research on program effectiveness;

It calls for the systematic collection of “data for use in
research on (a) the characteristics of the ETE program .
(curriculum organization); (b) the characteristics of students * -
in the program (traits, background experiences); (c) the
knowledge, skill and demonstrated teaching competence of

. students in the program; (d) the behavior and learning
outcomes of pupils taught by students in the program; and
(e) the characteristics of the setting in which teaching
oceurs; :

It calls for the maintenance of quality in all measures
taken in the program through continuous quality’ assurance
studies;

It has a computer based data management system that
! supports all research and quality assurance studies;

It has an advisory structure that insures that the research
pursued in the program has value to the profession at large
as well as those in the program, and at thé same time
reflects a level of quality that sets a standard for research
in the profession; and -

It maintains a support structure through the college and the
Teaching Research Division of the Oregon State System of
Higher Education that provides assistance to individual staff
members doing research.

Other features of the program that add to its uniqueness as a
research context are: {a) the OCE faculty has defined teaching
competence as the ability to bring about the outcomes expected of a
certified teacher holding a certificated teaching position; (b) the ability
to bring about such outcomes must be demonstrated in ongoing school
contexts; and (c) the most critical competence to be demonstrated in this

.
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regard is the ability to bring about desired learning outcomes in pupils.

* In addition, the OCE program is organized in such a way that blocks of
30-students can be systematically treated as experimental or control
groups (each block of students is viewed as an “instructional unit” within
the program). All faculty in the program have accepted common
definitions, measures and perfo{mance stapdards relative to the i
teaching competencies to be demonstrated by graduates of the program.
Moreover, all faculty have agreed to try alternative instructional
programs and procedures to help students achieve competence as
teachers, but to carefully document all programs and procedures tried. - ’
Approximately 240 students are enrolled in the elementary teacher
education program at the college each year, providing at least eight
dnstructional units for treatment as experimental or control groups each
year.

The development of an assessment system that is in keeping-with-
the demands of the definition of teaching competence that is outlined
above, and that provides data of a quality that permits it to be used for
purposes of research, is one of the major contributions of the OCE
Elementaty Teacher Education Program to the profession. Four
features of the system have been central in its evolution: (a) it is
organized around competency demonstration contexts; (b} it relies on
highly inferential judgments by college and school -supervisors as to
quality of performance in relation to particular teaching functions
(competencies) within demonstration contexts; (c) it requires that the
indicators relied on in making such judgments be identified; and (d)
performance standards for competency demonstration are linked to
demonstration contexts as well as individual competencies. In
combination, these features of the assessment system lead to a powerfu’
set of dependent measures for use in research carried out at the center.

The rationale for and the early development of the assessment
system are described in a recent publication of the Multi-State
Consortium on Performance-Based Teacher Education (Schalock, Kersh
and Garrison, 1974). Copies of the forms, standards and user guides that
comprise the system may be obtained upon request from the Teaching
Research Division, Oregon State System of Higher Education,
Monmouth, Oregon. - . ’

\ -

Notes On The Research Paradigm |

Longitudinal Characteristics \ ’ o

Central to the OCE-TR Yaradigm for research on teachér
preparation is a commitment.tg/ longitudinal research strategy. Each '
teacher graduatiig from the OCE Elementary Teacher Education

-
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Program is assessed for his or her competence as a teacher on at least six
separate occasions. Three of these occur prior to graduation from the
program; three follow graduation. Scheduled assessments of perform-. .
ance as a teacher are as follows: .

Prior to graduation’
. e Lesson teachi~_
¢-Short Term (2-5 days) Full Responsibility teaching
¢ Extended (2-5 weeks) Full Responsibility teaching

After graduation
¢ During the first full year of teaching-
¢ During the second full year of teaching .
¢ During the fifth full year of teaching a

Multi-Dimensional Characteristics )

Five major sets of data are called for in the paradigm. These are: (a)
data on the background and personality characteristics of students
preparing tq be teachers; (b) data on the characteristics of the teacher

* preparation program; (c) data on performance as a teacher; (d) data on
critical features of the setting in which teaching takes place, including
the characteristics of pupils being taught; and (e) data on the learning

P

. Characteristics
ofa
Teacher

Characteristics Perfor- Characteristics
of the OCE N of the .
« - | Elementary mgfn:' Setting in Which
- Teacher Teacher Teaching Occurs *
Education ‘ ’
Program
- - . Performance
. of the
Pupils )
of a
Teacher

o
.
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outcomes of pupils being taught. In combination, these five sets of data
. permit an essentially endless array of questions to be asked in relation to
the- elementary teachef: preparation- program at OCE, .and the
effectiveness of teachers graduating from that program. The data sets .
«can be portrayed schematically as shown below. The various kinds of.

- - __research questions that can be asked using these data sets are illustrated
by the review later in the document of the research that is currently
«  underway at OCE, . —— — .
‘e . 2 .’ .
: - «Table 1. ‘ .
.A Summary.of Variables qn Which Measures are Taken in the
' OCE-TR Par}adigm for Research on Teacher Preparation
' / . . . . )
: - TEA HER CHARACTERISTICS‘VAE!IABLES . /
. - ,
Background Chagdcteristics Personality Characteristics
¢ 7. SES ' * Selected measures from
* Birth Order i the 16 PF test . : '
‘ * Experience with children » Selected measures from the' Edwards  ~
- Personal Preference Inventory
Physical Characteristics « Selected measures represénting
.y * Sex . various combinations-ofﬁB_PF
* Age and Edwards scores
* Body Type ' 1 -
: . Attitudinal Characteristics -
Scholastic Ability e Attitudes toward‘self .
* College GPA (Attitudes toward teaching in general
; e SAT Scores e Attitudes toward selected aspects
* Scores on the . of teaching
. . abstract-concrete thinking : .
scale of the 16 PF test Preferred Learning Style and Cognitive
Orientation i

TEApHERPERFORMANC.EIVARIABLES' )

» Cornpetency Cluster I."Planning and Preparing for Instruction -
General Planiing '
1.1 Thoroughness
1.2 Appropriateness . A
, Special Unit Planning
- 1.3 Desired learning outcomes
1.4 Indicators of ogt'co'me achievement
. 1.5 Strategies, materials, and procédures 1,
. Competency Cluster !l. Performing Instructional Functions
2.1 Conveying learning outcomes desired from instruction )
2.2 -Adapting instruction to context
2.3 Building motivation and interest in learning .
2.4 Providing for variety in instructional activities and levels of
. . thirking
o - s
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L 2.5 Dealing wuth subject matter v

activities
2.7 Managing potentially, dusruptlve events
2.8 Managing transitions and terminations /
2.9 Assessing learning outcomes
) 2.10 Planning instruction on the basis of learning Qutcomes
Competency Cluster llI. -t
. Summarizing and Interpreting Learning Outcome Data
3.1 Summarizing data
-3.2 Interpreting data ) e :
3.3 Using data to plan next steps i

Competency Clpster V. Relatlng Interpersonaily

4.1 'Respondung to pupils concerning instructional matters

4,2 Respondnng to- pupuls concerning personal matters

4.3 Relating to supervisors, principals, curriculum specialists, etc.

5.1 Managing non- -instructional ‘activities
! 5.2 Meeting work schedule:demands
5.3 Maintaining the learning environment

i

; % PUPIL OUTCOME VARIABLES

!

Process Outcomes

6.1 Pupil mvolvement in the instruction-learning process

6.2 Pupil feelings about the instruction-learning process

6.3 Pupil responsnveness to the teacher

Product Outcomes: .

From a 2-5 week Full Responsjbility Teachmg Experience

° 7.1 knowledge and skill outcomes B
7.2 Attitudinal outcomes g

¥

comes; probiem solving and social interaction outcomes
Aroduct Outcomes:

children
DESCRIPTORS OF THE SETTING IN WHICH TE\A‘éHING OCCURS

Characteristics of the School in Which Teaching Occurs
* Location
o Organization of space ’
» Organization of curricuium
+ Organization of faculty
Characteristics of the Classroom i~ Which Teaching Occurs
¢ Number of pupils .
* Pleasanthess of surroundings
* Availability of matefials . ,
Characteristics of Pupils Taught
* Model age
* Grade level

2.6 Managing the use of instructional materials, procedures and

Competency Cluster V. Performing Reiated Professional ResponS|b|I|t|es

7.3 Other outcomes, for example reading skill and comprehension out-

From a diagnostic-developmental project with three or more :nduvndual

27
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Table 1 (continued)

» Ratio of boys to gitls .

« Ratio of children with,above average intelligence

¢ Ratio of children fuaféabove average socio-economic families
¢ Ratio of children fromlCaucasian‘p_arents

DESCRIPTORS OF THE OCE ELEMENTARY
TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM
(To be provided by individual siaff. members doing .
: research &n program effects).

“The dimehstons of performance h3:ed are those that apgear i the assessment system used at the point of
entry 1010 the profession {INITIAL Certification). The sysiem 1s presently being extended to ¢over advanced
fevels of certihication. - .

3

Multi:Measure Characteristics ,

' Each data set within the paradigm contains within it measures of a
number of separate but related variables. In addition, each variable
within each data set contains a number of separate but related
measures. This “multi-measure” strategy is consistent with the
recommeéndation of Campbell and Fiske (1959) that construcis under
investigation in the behavioral sciences carry more than one operational
definition. An outline of the variables included within each data set is
presented in Table 1. ‘

Model-Dependent Characteristics

The data sets within the paradigm, and the variables within each
set, are referenced against (but not dictated by) three “models” that
pertain to the preparation of teachers. These are (a) the OCE model of an
effective elémentary teacher; (b) the Spady model of an effective’
teacher: and. (¢) the Schalock model of the critical variables involved in
instruction. The content of these three models is outlined in the
schematics attached. ‘

Classes of Research Questions That Can Be Asked When
Using The Data Sets Called For In The OCE-TR
Paradigm For Research On Teacher Preparation

* Questions Involving Two Data Sets

Four kinds of questions can be asked that involve two of the data
sets called for in the paradigm: (a) the relationship between teacher
characteristics and teacher performance; (b) the relationship between
program characteristics and teacher performance; (c) the relationship
between teacher performance and the characteristics of the setting in
which teaching occurs; and (d) the relationship between teacher

L]
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o

~~_ performance and pupil performance. All are important and appropriate

questions to ask, and all are questions that can be answered with equal
ease rgy' using the data sets called fer within the OCE-TR paradigm.
Schentatically, questions involving two dimensions of the paradigm can
be illustrated as follows:

# Chargcteristics -
-ofa
’reacher

lm .

Characteristics ) - \ \
glfetr?l%r(\)tgs (b) ' !:near;%: (d) Perfc?frmznc?
Education ’ ofa . /7 Tola
Program Teacher Teacher
A

td

i T (c)

Characteristics

of the -
. Setting in Which -
Teaching Occurs

¢ ) /

.

Questions Involving Three Data Sets
Five kinds of questions can be asked that involve three of the data
sets called for in the paradigm. These are: (e) the relationship between
teacher characteristics and teacher performance, when variation in
performance is controlled for variation in the setting in which teaching
oceurs; (f) the relationship between program characteristics and teacher
performance, when variation in performance is controlled for variation
in teacher characteristics; (g) the relationship between program
characteristics and teacher performance, when variation in performance
is controlled for variation in the setting in which teaching occurs; (h) the
relationship between teacher performance and pupil outcomes, when
vhriation in performance is controlled for variation in the setting in
which teaching occurs; and (i) the relationship between teacher
. GDerformance and pupil outcomes when variation in performance is
‘ ’ ‘ 30 . :
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. “controlled for variation in teacher characteristics. The linkage of data
sets involved in these analyses can be illustrated as follows:

§

Characteristics

ofa .
Teacher
l(e)
Characteristics
of the OCE Performance
Elementary of the
Teacher Pu?ﬂs
Education ofa
Program Teacher
Characteristics ‘
of the
e Setting In Which
- Teaching Occurs <

Y

Questions Involving Four Data Sets

Two kinds of questions can be asked that involve four of the five sets
of data called for in the paradigm. These are (j) the relationship between
program characteristics and teacher performance, when variation in
performance is controlled for both .variation in teacher and setting
characteristics; and (k) the relationship between teacher performance
and pupil outcomes, when variation in performance is controlled for
variation in teacher and setting characteristics. The linkage of data sets
involved in answering questions of this kind can be illustrated as follows:

Questions Involving Change In Paradigm

Related Measures Across Time’ v
In addition to questions that focus on the relationships that exist

between the major data sets within the paradigm it is possible, and

“probably .desirable, to raise questions as to.change in the measures

within any particular data set from one time to another. Particularly

important in this regard are questions of change in teacher

E 5!
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/

Characteristics
ofa
Teacher

Characteristics |

of the OCE Performance
* Elementary of the
Teacher Pupils
Education ofa
Program Teacher

Characteristics
of the
Setting In Which
Teaching Occurs

characteristics and ‘teacher performance. Obtaining answers to such -
questions, of course, requires careful control for the effects of the setting

in which teaching occurs. Such analyses are possible within the OCE-TR
paradigm, however, for measures of setting always accompany
measures of teacher and pupil performance. T

Research Studies, 1974-75 | ’ )

N ;/ .

A number of substantive and methodological studies are underway.
Most of these, however, are exploratory or developmental in nature for
many of the constructs and measures needed to implement the research
called for are still missing. Recognizing this limitation the substantive
studies planned for the 1974-75 academic year are listed in Table 2. The
methodological.studies planned.for the year are listed in Table 3.

Assuring Quality in Competency Assessment
Confidence in the Elementary Teacher Education program at OCE

\ 7 asa context for research depends in large part on the confidence that can
be placed in the measures of teaching competency collected within it.

O

2
s ¥

" aw
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These measures serve, as dependent or criterion measures in the
majority) of research studies undertaken within the OCE context (see
Table 2), and as a consequence great cdre is taken to insure that the
competency measures obtained'are of highest quality. ;

From the outset of the ETE program quality dssurance procedures
have been a regular part of its operation. By and large these procedures
are of three kinds: (a) the preparation, of personnel to apply the

- competency assessment system; (b) the fontinuous feedback of

¢

information to supervisors about the conscientiousness with which they
are. using the forms and procedures provided for competency ratings,
the reliability and sensitivity of the ratings made, the indicators relied
on in avriving at particular ratings, ete.; and (c) the continuous
refinement of the competency assessment system itself on the ‘basis of
extensive quality assurance and use studies conducted at the end of each
term. The specific activities and procedures employed in seeking to
insure quality in competency measures’are:

1. Provide a continuous program of inservice training for
college supervisors in the content and use of the assess- .
ment System. This is done formally thrqugh at least one
two-day retreat during each term, and informally through
weekly staff meetings throughout each term. Formal
training involves an intensive review of the system for pur-
poses of refinement or elaboration; an application of the
system to video-tapes of classroom teaching; systematic
comparison of ratings given the performance viewed on
video; and extended discussions to determine the reasons-
for any differences observed in ratings provided the per-
formance viewed.

2. The preparation of school supervisors to use the system
reliably. This is also done formally and informally. Formal
preparation is provided for one supervisor from each school
in which prospective teachers are placed through a
one-week inservice workshop held on the OCE campus gach
summer, and through systematically scheduled meetings
between college supervisors and school supervisors work-
ing within a particular building. Informal training occurs
throughout a term through continuous contacts between
college supervisors, the building supervisor for competency
assessment and other supervisors. working within a parti-

. cular building. The formal training program offered in the
<~ week-long workshop on campus, and the formally sched-
uled meetings with building supervisors, follow the ‘same

pattern of training as outlined for college supervisors.
o

V”/ :
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’ - Table 2.
Substative Research To Be Pursued Within The Context Of The
Elementary Teacher Education Program at OCE During
the 1974-75 Academic Year

POLICY ORIENTED STUDIES” \

[

. Cost-Benefi t Studies ) - - \

On-Line Program Evaluation Studies
s the collection of program adjustment data
¢ the collection of program design data ' -

PRACTICE ORIENTED STUDIES

Follow-Up Studies
* on first year graduates of the ETE program
* on drop-outs from the ETE program

On-Line Studies of Short Term Prograni Effects

Continuation of the Study on the Effectiveness of Student Teachers Pre-
pared at OCE under Competency and Non-Competency Based Programs

BASIC RESEARCH STUDIES

Hypothesis Testing Studies ,
» predictors ot teacher responsiveness to pupil needs and circumstances
» teacher responsiveness to pupil needs and circumstances as a pre-

dictor of teaching success

Hypothesis Generating Studies .
s asearch for correlates of competence -

—mastery of knowledge and skills that pertain to teaching

—personal characteristics such as age, sex, academic ability and
body type -~

—personality characteristics

—attitudinal characteristics

—background characteristics

—the characteristics of the setting in which,teaching occurs

studies of charge

—in personality expressed in teaching
—in attitudes expressed in teachin,
. —in demonstrated teaching competence

« a search for correlates of change

—mastery of knowledge and skills that pertain to teaching as correlates
of change in personality and attitude

—demonstrated teaching competence as a correlate of change in per-
senality and attitude

oy
tos 33
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- . Table 3. coen
Methodological Studies to be Pursued Within the Context of
The Elementary Teacher Education Program at OCE Dirring
The 1974275 Academic:Year

QUALITY ASSURANCE STUDIES
‘Form Use Studies,
Indicator Use Studies
' Ratirig Patterns and Distribution Studies
Inter-Rater Reliability Studies ' o
DATA DISPLAY STUDIES

The Display of Quality Assurance Data
The Display of Competence Data

. i

The Development of Procedures to Prepare and Display Cost-Benefit Data

INSTRUMENTATION STUDIES

The Refinement of Instruments
e Used in Assessing Teaching Competence
* Used in Assessing Attitudes Toward Self and Teaching
e Used in Assessing Learning Style and Cognitive Orientation
e Used in'Assessing the Setting in Which Teaching Occurs .
&
The Predictive Power of Competency Measures Obtained under Differing
Conditions of Teaching

t
1

'.3. All ratings from all supervisors are placed in computer
storage immediately upon their completion. ‘

4. When college supervisors complete ratings for ten
students, they receive printouts of all ratings they have
provided, with the printouts ordered in such a way that
they can easily determine (a) the patterns that appear in
their own ratings across different students; and (b) the
agreements and disagreements between their ratings and
ratings of school supervisors for the same students.
All such “quality assurance checks” are reviewed by the
evaluation staff prior to their distribution, and flagged
where unusual patterns of ratings or noticeable disagree-
ments occur between college and school supervisors in
relation to the performance of a particular student. These
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discrepancies are reviewed with the college supervisor and
corrective steps explored if such seem needed.

!

5. At the end of each term a series of quality assurancg
studies are undertaken to determine assessment form
usage; patterns in ratings provided by .individual raters;
patterns in ratings by college and school supervisors
collectively; and patterns in’ ratings by schools. In
addition, distributions of ratings for individual measures,
as well as critical -clusters of measures, are obtained;
and inter-rater agreement studies, that is, studies of the
agreement between college and school supervisors when
rating a particular student teacher, are summarized. All
such studies make heavy use of computer-based histogram
" and correlational analyses.*

6. Utilization of the data coming from the end of term and
end of year quality assurance studies_to refine the com-
petency rating system, and to improve the inservice pro-
gram designed to prepare people to use the system.

A number of exhibits are available to visitors to the program that
explain and illustrate the quality assurance system that has just been
outlined. Summaries of all quality assurance studies are made available

.at the conclusion of each academic year in the form of GATA BOOKS.

REFERENCES i

»

Campbeil, D.T and Fiske, D.W Convergent and discriminate validation by the muititra:t-muitimethod

* malnx Psych, Bull. 1959, 5€. ng 71-105.

Schalock.H D Closing The Knowledge Gap: CBTE Programs as a Focus of and Context For Rasearch in
Educatlon, (A position paper of the Consortium of Centers for Compelency Based Education.) To be published
by the Multi-Staje Consortrum for Competency Based Teacher Education. In press.

Schalock, H D., Kelsh. B.Y . and Garrison, J.H. From commitient to practice in assassing the outcomes
of teaching A case study In T.E Andrews (Ed ) Asssssment in performance-based tsschar education.
Albany, N.Y, Muiti-State Consortium on Performance-Based Teacher Education. 1974,

,
*Ail such anaiyses are supervised by Dr, Peter Fontana, a physicist from Oregon Stai.. JUniversity who has
been retained as a vuntinuing consuitant to the OCE TR Center for competency based teacher education. Dr.
F untana has heiped design ail Quanty assurance studies. has done the computer programming that supports
the studies. and oversees the analys:s and interpretation of the data coming from the studies.
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AREA
OF
COMPETENCE

ADAPT TO
PUPIL &
SETTING

APPLY WITH
SENSITIVITY

DIFFERENCES| |&CARE

Specify Desired Learning Outcomes
and-Indicators

Prepare Activities and

Materials

Carry Out Instruction
“\
Assess L&arning Outcomes

"

- Display Outcome Data and Prescribe

Next Steps

Perform Related Professional

Responsibilities ;

>

THE OCE MODEL OF AN

S

AN ADDITIVE MODEL. The greater the competence in any given area, and the
greater the number of areas in which competence is demonstrateg, the
greater the likelihood of success.

EFFECTIVE TEACHER
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A COMPUTER MANAGEMENT SYSTEM FOR
PeyaFonM_Ancs,aAseo CURRICULUMS (COMSPEC)

° <

Paul D. Gallagher ) ‘

AL
?

“The. Computer Management System for Performance-Based
Curriculums (COMSPEC) developed at Florida International University .
,is designed to manage student data and'report this information to
instructors, advisors, students and the administration in an efficient-and
effective manner. Generally, this report will focus on the various
components of the system and the types of ‘data that are collected,
analyzed and used in the decision making proces\s_. The objectives of the
system are as follows: .
. - v\ .
1. Establishment of a record for eacn stu(;ent ‘which includes
his planned program of studies (course prescription) and
his progress through courses in terms,of modules, -tasks
and enablers which comprise each course (Program of - . :
Studies).

”

2. Reporting to instructors,.on 2 weekly basis, the perform- = *
ance of students in. their courses, the report indicating -
which enablers, tasks.and modules were attempted and
completed'by each student. Weekly reperting on enabler
data is optional, being included only at the request of the
instructor (Student Progress Reports). n

3. Establishment, by instructors, of’l certain criteria regard-
ing individualz student progress on tasks and modules
which, if not'met, should be reported to them so that they
may respond more quickly to difficulties students may be
having "Rcd Fiag Report). , . .

- A * N 2

4. Establishment of a system for screening students for the

student teaching experience (No Credit Exception List).

5.'Development of a screening system to identify students
“eligible for graduation (Graduation Screening List).

6. Imsplementation of tiie Univac Interactive Lahguage ina_
computer-based testing mode (On-Line Testing Facility). -

7. Development of a faculty teaching productivity system to = ¢
be utilized in decision making : (Productivity Report).

Q *
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\ i The remainder of this report will describe each of the components of
the system, what reports they provide and how they can be utilized. _

?ROGRAM OF STUDIES SYSTEM

The purpose of the Program of Studies is to provide an individual-
ized, flexible system for auditing the course requirements of each
degree-seeking undergraduate and graduate student. When used. to its

. full potential, the system is both a degree plan and an accounting
- system. As.a degree plan it contains the courses necessary to complete a
- specific degree; as an aceounting system, it is the means by which a
student ani h%s/her advisor audits degree progress.
« Information Contained in the Program of Studies Form *~ - )

The Program of Studies Form is divided into five categories of

information as indicated below. (Refer to Figure 1 for an example)

A. TRANSFER AND/OR LIFEWORK CREDIT —Transfer
credit is that credit (received at another institution) which
has been officially granted toward the specified teacher
education program. Lifework credit is the credit that can be
;awarded by an academic unit for work experience gained
prior to enrolling at the University.

B. COMPLETED PROGRAM OF STUDIES COURSES —The
courses in this category represent those that have been desig-
nated as “Program of Studies” courses. Each course has been
. completed as.evidenced by the number of credit hours, the
grades and the quarter in which a student enrolled. The
colunn labeled “Program of Studies” contains ihe intended
quarter date in which the student planned to erroll in the
course. If no daté“was indicated, three asterisks—***—will
appear. g ) ;

~— e
C. FUTURE PROGRAM OF STUDLE@C_OURSES:Courses
appearing in this category arerequired but have not yet been
completed. These courses are Program of Studies courses as .
" evidenced by an intended date to take the course or three
asterisks—***—in the column labeled Program of Studies.

D. PROGRAM OF STUDIES COURSES WITH NC GRADES
 —Program of Studies designated courses forwhich NC grades
were received appear in this category. Alsb, Wi, and NR
symbols. will appear. '

‘40 ’ ‘ -4
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. E. COURSES NOT DESIGNATED PROGRAM OF
STUDIES —The courses in this category have been com-
pleted as-evidenced by grades and credit hours; however,
these courses have not been designated as.Program of
Studies.
2 -
Explanation of Program of Studies Calculations
‘The explanation of the calculations contdined on the Program of
" Studies form is as follows: (See Illustration) ,

DEGREE HOURS REQUIRED: This figure is the minimum number ?)
credit hOl:rs&a student needs to complete his/her degree requirements.

NOTE: 180 credit hours is the MINIMU requirement for an

undergraduate degree. Howgver, it 1sp ible for students to

, need more than 180 credltsic: complete the requirements of

" their programs. When more than 180 credits are required, the

additional number will be added to 180 if ail course require-
"ments are listed on the Program of Studies form.” For

example, when the Program®-.S Hours Listed is more than-

the Program - S Hours Required, the difference will be added

to the Degree Hours Required. (This same procedure holds

for both the 45 and 90 quarter hour master’s degree.)

-

\ . .
TRANSFER HOURS ACCEPTED: This number represents the total
credit hours accepted by FIU toward the baccalaureate degree. This
number includes transfer credits from other colleges and, if listed,

Lifework credit.

- R
PROGRAM - S HOURS REQUIRED: This number is the difference
between Degree Hours Required and Transfer Hours Accepted. In
effect, it is the amount of credit hours to be taken ar FIU.

PROGRAM - S HOURS LISTED: This number is the total credit hours
listed on'the form for all courses designated as Pregram of Studies
courses.

PROGRAM - S HOURS NEEDED: This number is the credit hours of
course wgrk which still must be listed (or designated) on the form as
Prograry of Studies courses. This number is the difterence between
Program - S Listed and Program - S Required.

FIU DEGREE HOURS COMPLETED: This number is the total credit
hours of course work listed under the category ‘Completed Progezm of
Stvdnes Courses.

LEa
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NOTE: It does rot include the credit hours listed under the
category —Courses Not Designated Program of Studies.

DEGREE HOURS REMAINING: This number represents tie credit
hours that must be taken to complete the degree requirements. If no
course work has been designated as Program of Studies this number
would be the difference between the Transfer Hours Accepted and the
Degree Hours Required. If no transfer credit has yet been granted and
no course work listed (or designated) as Program of Studies, this
*. number would be 180 for undergraduate students and 45 or 90 for

]  graduate students.

Student Data on Program of Studies Form

Data Location on Form
Student 1.D. Upper Left Corner .
Student’s School Lower Left Corner
Student’s Major Lower Left Corner . .
Student’s Entry Date (to FIU)  Lower Leit Corner
Student’s Name and Address Lower Left Corner

’ ~

-

~ e PROCEDURE FORDEVELOPING AND
MAINTAINING PROGRAM OF STUDIES L

¢ Developing Program of Studies: o
1. Student meets with academic advisor o discuss specific courses

J required for degree. )

2. The courses decided upon are entered on the Individualized Program
of Studie§ form and forwarded to the Office of Registration and

Records. >

3. The course data is keypunched and entered into the computer. The .
Individudlized Program of Studies form is printed out during the first
several weeks of each quarter for each student and forwarded to the

appropriate academic units.

<

l\flaintaining Program of Studies:
1. Changes, déleiions and/or additions to the Program of Studies

should be made directly on the form. : 5

2. Updating can be accomplished by the use of three <¢odes in the
column headed — ACTION . )

A = ADD a course to Program of Studies

L4
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C
D

CHANGE future quarter of Program of Studies coursp
DELETE a course from Program of Studies

t
|
1
i

3. Adding to Program of Studies

a) To add a course to the Future Program of Studies Courses
“category, enter an A in Action Column and course data on form -
{or attach appropriate pre-printed courses). (See Illustratxon) ’

= b) To move a course from the’ Courses Not Designated Program of
Studies category to Completed Program of Studies Cours@s cate-

gory, enter an A in the Action Column. /

V4
~ 4

4. Change in Program of Studies ‘ /
The C code is utilized to change a future date for Future Program of
Studies Courses category. To accomplish this transaction, enter C in

o ¢ . M 4 * £

- /
sruoent 10 369029488 ILLUSTRATION - oare 03/03/74
FLORIDA INTERNATIONAL UNIVERSITY
1nGrvigduahzec Pror-2= 0! Studies PAOGAAM  FUTURE
ACTON COURSE  nO COURSE TITLE CREOIS GRADE ENAROKLED OF STUIES  QUARTER ADVISOR

- * TRANSFER AND/OR LIFEWORX CREDIY *
22204 | IRANJ CADY ! MIAMIDADE JRCOLLEGE 9.0
*"COMPLETED PROGRAM OR STUDIES COURSES *
72904 | F1A k) Jewelry Metals 50 1A 972 | * K24 N
72908 | FIA 325 Painting 50 8 972 o 972
72012 1 PHI 426 Phils of Society 5.0 C 972 * 972
73164 | FIA 337 Jewelry Metals 50 |A 173 . 373
73108 | ARH_ | 485 Contemporary Art 50 |8 173 * 173
73112 { FIA NS Drawing 50 8 173 * 173
73304 | FIA 316 C | Figure Drawing 50 1A 3713 ° 373
73312 | ARW [ 305 C | Survey Contemp Arls 50 |8 373 ° 373
73604 1 FI1A 337 C 1 Jewelry Metais 50 |8 673 * 373
73608 | FIA 365 C | Ceramics ' 50 {8 673 ¢ 673
73912 | EDU_ {311 C | L~nera! Teaching! 50 |CR 973 M 973
* FUTURE PROGRAM OF STUDIESICOURYES * * .
C 1999 €0S l416 | Art Qrades 7-12 Teaching Lab 50 cor lgh
C.| 999 EDS [425 Student Teaching 150 b/)f
¢ 1999 !epy 312 | General Teachingl 50 LA L744 4
C |99 EEL 405 | An Grages K-6 Teaching Lab 50 e V18
* PROGBAM OF STUDIES COUHSES WiFH NC GRADES ° ~
D [ 73908 | EDU | 395 C | Schoohingm Amer 50 |NC2| 973 973 Y
* COURSES NOT DESIGNATED P M OF $TUDIES *
A | 73308 | FlA 337 C | Jewelry Metals 50 NC 2 : 373
A 173904 | FIA 345 C | Printmaking 50 CR 973 s m
8UA 601 5. N Vs
A CHE {301 3
A CHE [301L 2 Lt
SCHOO MAJOR EN18Y DA mlk O1GREE rRANSSER PROGRAM .. & PROGRAM =S PROGRAM .S
e T 3 N o4 33
35 e T e O Gz lowms oowsn . oemso oMy 0,
OVSIVINTONE - 1800 900 %0 , %0 o
SUZI STUDENT
“3600 SW 44 AVENUE URLNILT NSO E:‘%:fis;ﬁ%%:fxo
& Q pM - FL 3195 £1J OEGALE HOURS COUMETED 550 08 CriNGLS 10 INOw
. k SIVOHES
‘QL DY sstounu-( TR uRt W DLGREF HOURS AEMMINING 350 ADVISOR . 1

¥ . Figuret -
Q *Sample Program of Studies (See next page for explanation)
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EXPLANATION OF PROGRAM OF STUDIES [PGS] ILLUSTRATION

(Figure 1}
/
Ling . " Columns Requiring Updatin
NuTbt:rs Explanation olumns Requiring p|= g
] ’ 1ation
M[argin] Action |CRSE| No. | Credits gtt':m Advisr
18,19, |  Theanticipated quarter N A
20, 21 of enroliment is indi- ¢ | Anti- | dnitial
cated for EDS 416, _ (C]'Pa‘ed
EDS 425, EDU 312 and Ir.
EEL 405 with the G code.
24 EDY 305 was previously )
designated a PGS course. 0 Initial
The D code deletes it :
from the PGS category.
28 FIA 345, curcently NOT

a PGS course, is ADDED A Initial
to the Completed Program
of Studies Courses cate-

gory with an A code. {

*31.32 BUA 601, not listed . )
initially as a PGS A | Crse | Crse | No. \ nti- | Inital
course, is added as a Abry | No. | Credits \cipated
PGS course with an t

~ A code. . \

\

~ N
A Crse | Crse | No. Iniial
Abrv | No | Credits

*33.34 Same as above except
Future Quarter is
Undetermined .

. Crse .
*35,36 | Sameas above except A | Crse | Abrv |No. Instial
this is a Credit Lab. Abrv | 'net | Credits >
' ‘(NOTE:."L") L

*To facifitate data entry and accuracy 2 lines are provided for manual
updates to the PGS system It is recommended that PRINTING be used
when updating on the Program of Studies Form.

{

G
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Action Column and appropriate quarter date in column labeled
Future Quarter. (See Illustration) )

5. Deleting a Course From Program of Studies
To delete a course from any one of the following categories—
Completed Program of Studies Courses, Future Program of Studieg
Courses, Program of Studies With NC Grade—adjacent to appro-
priate courses, enter a D in the Action column. (See Illustnatlon)

System for Tracking Individual Progress (STIP)

The System for Tracking the Individual Progress of students was
.. developed to aid professors in the monitoring and management of
student module, task and enabler data. This séction of the report will
describe STIP, the input requirements and the various types of reports
that are generated.

‘Input Requirements .
A. Course Structure Table Input Form

The Course Structure Table Input Form is used by the system to
build the Course Structure Table. One of these forms is to be filled out
whenever a course has changed. Figure 2 shows that EDU 305 is
composed of four (4) modules. The first module has two (2) tasks, each
task having one (1) enabler. The second module has orie (1) task with no
enablers, while the third module has one (1) task with three (3) enablers.
The fourth module has only one (1) task, no enablers.

B. Red Flag Input Form

The Red Flag Input Form allows a professor to establish certain
criteria regarding studeht progress which would indicate when a student
may be having difficulties in the course. The current system design
provides for red flagging a student on the basis of:

(1) time spent in a module
(2) time spent in a task
(3) the number of attempts at a task

Any student who violates the red flag criteria established by the
professor will appear on the Red Flag Exception List.

In Figure 3, Professor John Smith (instructor code 005) has set a

variety of conditions for the two courses he is teaching. The first éntry
will flag any student in EDU 305 if he takes longer than twenty-two days
o™ makes more than two attempts on the first task of the first module.

el
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Fili in a line for each task
Exception List. When flagging

RED FLAG INPUT FORM

N

r module you wish flagged in the Red Flag
module, leave the TASK NO. and ATTEMPTS

fields blank. When flagging a task, fill in MOD. NO., TASK NO.,' AND
PERIOD and/or ATTEMPTS. When deleting a red flag condition established
in a previous quarter put zeros in both the PERIOD and ATTEMPTS fields.

Always fill in the COURSE ID and PROFESSOR CODE.

“Course ID

|1E,D,U.3,o,56| |7<_3Ql§|
|1E,D|U,3,o,56| I7Q|_0_|_5:|
'EE.D;!@.I,;LJ Lo,o,b’l
1LE.DIQLZ>.!.9;| 10,0,5]
SUNURE RIS
i) Lo
i)
L) Lo
BRI RN
o) e

*Time period not to be exceeded, in days
$The number of attempts on a task not to be exceeded

-
o

B

S
5T E
FE

-
o

e

-
o

53[0
o

e
LR E

-
o

-
(=]

3
d
b

—
o

Tttt

Professor Code Mod. No. Task No.

o

-
N

- - - -
¢

n

2
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o
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The second entry will flag a studen\b\who has taken longer than fourteen
days to complete Module 4 of EDU 305. The last red flag entries are for
another course Professor Smith is teac ing, EDU 312. The first of these
two entries will flag a student if he has made more than two attempts on
Task 1 of Module 2, The last entry on the Red Flag Input Form will flig
any student who has taken longer than seventeen days to complete Task
2 of Module 3 in EDU 312. L )

This form is completed whenever a professor is establishing red flag
conditions or wants to change an existing red flag condition.

C. Task/Enabler Attempt.Form .

The Task/Enabler Attempt Form collects student progress data at
the sub-course‘level. Each time a student attempts any tdsk or enabler,
this form is completed by the authorized assessor, whether he be a

_ professor or a member of the Assessment Center-staff.

Completed Task/Enabfer Attempt Forms are picked up and turned
in for keypunching. The keypunched record is then used for updating or,
when necessary, creating each student’s Type 3 and Type 4 Records.
Each form. allows for the reporting of three task and/or enabler

attempts.

- The following Task/Enabler Attempt Form (Figure 4) shows that
Jane Doe, enrolled.in EEL 306, Section 01, has completed Enabler b.of
Task 1 of Medule 1 and Task 1 of Module 1. She has also failed to meet
criteria for Enabler 2 of Task 2 of Module 2.

Output Reports

A. Student Progress Report

The Student Progress Report is produced weekly using the
information collected by the Task/Enabler Attempt Forms. This report
shows the professor the rate students are progressing through his
course, showing which enablers, tasks and modules have been
attempted and/or completed by each student.

The Student Progress Report has two formats. One format reflects
progress at the task level (Figure 5), while the second format reflects
progress through enablers (Figure 6). The format used will depend on
whether or not a professor desires to collect enabler data.

»

Each report contains the course number, section and instructor

“name. All students enrolled in the course are listed by\ name and social _

security number which also serves as his/her student number. An

45
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. asterisk (*) denotes completion of a particular task while a slash (/)
indicates completion of a particular enabler.

A number under a task or enabler identification denotes the number
of attempts which have been made by the student on the particular task
or enabler. This number changes to an asterisk or slash upon successful
completion of the task or enabler. )

B. Red Flag Exception List , .

This report is a list of students who have violated the red flag
conditions preset by the instructor on the Red Flag Input Form. The
purpose of the list is to alert professors to a student having time and/or
attempt problems in trying to complete a specific module or task. Figure
7is an example of a Red Flag Exception List for EDU 305, Section 02.

C. Red Flag Report ' :

A Red Flag Report (Figure 8) is produced for each professor who
has established red flag criteria on particular tasks. The report,
established from the Red Flag Input Form, serves as a record of all red
flag conditions established by a professor. Any existing red flag ’
conditions may be changed o. deleted at any time by using the Red Flag
Input Form. )

2N
134 . .
Each report contains the course or courses for a particular

STUDENT PROGRESS REPORT

INSTRUCTOR: Roberts. Jason DATE: 09/11/73
COURSE: EDU 306 Section 08 PAGE: 01

AN ASTERICK (*) DENOTES THAT A TASK HAS BEEN COMPLETED
A NUMBER INDICATES THE NUMBER OF ATTEMPTS MADE AT THAT TASK BY THE STUDENT

MODULE 11233334567
TASK 12112341111
STUDENT SOC-SEC-NO ¢
Morris. Neal 123-34-4567
Garrison, Henry 234-56-6789
- Lones. Molly 345-67-8901 et
Nuez. Otero 456-78-9012 L
Perez. Quincy 567-89-0123 e T e e
Evans, Farris 678-90-1234 e v
« *Vert. Wilson 789-01-2345 ¢t
Albert. Blue 890-12-3456 err e

Figure5
> \
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"STUDENT PROGRESS REPORT

Y

INSTRUCTOR: Roberts, Jason DATE: 08/22/73
COURSE: £DU 306 Secticn €9 PAGE: G1

AN ASTERICK (*) DENOTES THAT TASK HAS BEEN COMPLETED
A SLASH (/) DL:'OTES THAT AN ENABLER HAS BEEN COMPLETED
A NUMBER INDICATES THE NUMBER OF ATTEMPTS MADE AT THAT TASK OR ENABLER

[

- . MODULE 1223445
TASK 1111111
ENABLER 1 1

STUDENT SOC-SEC-NO

Johnson, Tuesday ~ 123-45-6789 R A

Isko, Wilson 234-56-7890 e/

Basel. Judith 345-67-8901 * .

Tesy, Perry- 456-78-9012 c /"

Rease, Robert 567-89-0123 *

678-90-1234 678-90-1234 . */

Washington, Pauline 789-01-2345 . L A

Harold, Henrietta 890-12-3456 */

Oppey. Terrance 901-23-4567 </

Harrison, Perald 012-34-5678 2

Ury, Theresa 098-76-5432 .

Watero, Hally 0987-65-4321 N /.

Earls, Frederick 876-54-3210 . ..

Green, Harold 765-43-2109 2/ °

inter, Jason 654-32-1098 * .

Lones, Molly 543-21-0987 . .

Nunez. Ofero 432-10-9876 c

Perez, Quincy ° 321-09-8765 « /" .

Rasco, Sally 210-98-7654 R A

Tyson. Ury 109-87-6543 cor

Vért, Wilson 132-43-5432 VAR §

Albert. Blue 243-54-5432 ) . .

Cutty. Derick 354-65-6543 - . v

Figure 6
< A
RED FLAG EXCEPTION LIST

INSTRUCTOR: Roberts, Jason : DATE: 08/24/73 ~
COURSE: EDU 30609 PAGE: 01

STUDENT SOC-SEC M MODULE TASK TIMEPERIOD  TIMES ATTEMPTED
Earls. Frederick  123-45-6789 03 01 ~ 22Days 2
Green, Harold 234-56-7890 04 01 14 Days 2
Rasco, Sally 345-67-8901 03 01 22 Days - 2

Figure 7

-~ -~
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instructor, the module and task numbers and the time and attempt
criteria. Time criteria is set in number of days and attempt in number of
student tries at a task, (See Figure 8.)

D. Course Completion Réport .

The Student Course Completion Report (Figure 9) provides; the
professor with a final status report for the quarter. The report includes
the following: T :

a. A list of students who have completed all of the tasks,
and therefore modules, for a particular course.

b. A list of the students who should receive a No Credit (NC)
for not completing all of the work for the course. This list
also indicates the status of the progress of this group of
students who have not completed the required modules for

the course. . ¢
4

- RED FLAG REPORT . v

PROFESSOR: Roberts, Jason DATE: 08/10/73
¢ PAGE: 01

LISTED ARE THE RED FLAG CONDITIONS ESTABLISHED TOR YOUR COURSES

PLEASE REVIEW THEM AND MAKE ANY NECESSARY ADDITIONS AND CHANGES, FOR NEXT
) QUARTER ON THE RED FLAG INPUT FORM.

REVISIONS SHOULD BE iN BY 08/15/73.

COURSEID  MODULE TASK  TIMEPERIOD ~ NO. OF ATTEMPTS | ' .
EDU 306 01 02 04 1

02 07 - ‘ L

03 01 . , 2 .

04 . \

05 01 05 1 ,

05 02 03 1 o,

06 L0 . » 2

07~ 03 A \
EDU 310 01 01 12 K]

02 01 07 2

05 02 1.

06 - 03 15 2
EDU 313 03 01 10 1

05 02 14 2

Figure 8
50
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Flgure 9reveals that 16 students have completed all of the tasks for

EDU 306 while another 13 are at various stages in the course.

- .
: " COURSEANALYSIS °~ ° n
-INSTRUCTOR:Roberts. Jason . % PAGE:01
.COURSE: EDU 306 Section 09 on SPRING QUARTER 19
STUDENT COMPLETION DATA-TASKS (

\

CREDIT STUDENTS THE FOLLOWING STUDENTS HAVE COMPLETED ALL TASKS

Johnson, Tuesday
Isko, Wilson o8
Tesy. Perry . .
Basel, Judith . .
Rease, Robert - \
- Pesad, Qlsen
ashington, Pauline
a@d Henrietta . t .
Oppey, Terrance .
Harriso . Derald
Ury, Theresa : : ) .
Watero, Ha\ly .
Quesa, Mary
Levitz, John
Tyson. Peter
Horowitz, Emerson

-7 NO CREDn‘ STUDENTS..THE FOLLOWING STUDENTS HAVE NOT COMPLETED ALL TASKS
GQMPLETED TASKS ARE MARKED BY *

P}QDULE 1234567889

TASK 121111111

Rodriguez, Elizabeth £

Bird, Cahtarine
Saraso, Mark

Wood, Deporan

*»Earls, Frederick
Green; Harold

* o o s o @

LA

* 2 & » = @
* * * T % 8 @
.

Inger, Jason « .
Lones. Molly
Perez, Ouincy e o * e
RaSCO. Sa"_v e & o & 0 0 s .
TySOn, Ury‘ M L
Vert, Wilson « e
Cully. Derick e ¢ o
Figure 9
- 3
[

53




) ACOMPUTER MANAGEMENT SYSTEM FOR : .
g PERFORMANCE BASED CURRICULUMS {COMSPEC} - ‘

. -E. Module AnalySls (Figure 10). . )

The Module™ Analysis Report provxdes the professor module
information that can be utilized in course management and revision.
Additionally, this analysis can be used by the professor for research
purposes. The report includes the following:

-

COURSE ANALYSIS *°
. Page 2
INSTRUCTOR- Roberts, Jason . . Spnr}g Quarter 1973 *
o COURSE: EDU 306 Section 01 Totai' Students ® 32
. MODULES *
Mean Number of Modules Completed - 6.7 g —
Mean Time . Mod1 Mod2 Mod3 Mod4 Mod5 Mod6 Mbd7 Mod8 Mod9
] to Completion 227 104 6.3 6.1 56 74 6.4 4.2 34
. Frequency Distribution of Time to Completuon in Days '
T Mod Mod 2 Mod 3 Mod 4 Mod 5 Mod 6 Mod 7 Mod 8 Mod 9
Days » ‘_
01-1. 2 2‘ 4 3¢ 4 2 T4 5 5
¢ 1152 1 2 2 1 2
.- 21-3 1 3 3 3, 2 3 2 2
’ 31- 4 1 2 3 4 4 3 5 5
41- 5 4 4 4 2 2t 2 2
51- 6. 2 2 1 . 1 1 3 ”
61-7 2 1 3 8 3 5 1 2
71-8 3 1 1
©o81-9 1 1 1 1 .
‘ . 9.1-10 1 11 1 2 1
10 .- N 1 1 1 1
111-12. 3 1
121-13 1 2 2 1 1 N
L 43114 1 1.2 2,
141-15 2 1 .
151-20 4 2 1 2 1 1 1
211-25. 7 1 1 - 1
. 51-30 ! 1 . ‘
~+30.0-up. , 7 1 - 1 \ -

(]

TOTAL STDS COMPLETING MOD L
28 26 26 26 25 22 22 21 19

NOTE_ Each Computation is Based only on those students who completed the module (or tas'k)
- . ‘ . .

AN . ,
\  Figure 10 . . ‘
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a. Mean number of modules completed. :

b. Mean riumber of days to complete each module.

¢. A frequency distribution of time, in days, that a given -
humber of students requnred to complete the particu-
lar module.. :

d. Total number of students completmg ¢ach module.

F. Task Analysis. (Figure 11)

The Task Analysis Report provides the professor with task informa-
tion that can be used in course management and revision. Additionally,
this analysis can be used by the professor for research purposes. The
report includes the following:

<

14
a. Mean number of attempts per task. LA
b. A frequency distribution of the .number of attempts at
each task.
. ¢. Mean time, in days, to complete each task.
. ‘ANALY
COURSE'ANALYSIS T
NSTRUCTOR GAY LORRAINE R SPRING GUARIER 1573
COURSE E0U 507 SECTONGY 10TAL STUDENTS o 32
TASKS
AMIF2OMIT? M2 O M3TToMaTY M5 TY MG T M7 1 MBTI N3IDS
SSEAN NUMBER ATIEMPIS 19 11 1 iRY] 0 10 T 10 10 10
FREQUESCY DISTRIBUTION OF NYMBER OF ATTEMPTS
ATTEMPTS ML MYT2 O M2TE MBI O MSTT MSTY MEIT O OMZTT MBTI MDY
’ 0 DI S 25 26 25 Ik} ral 2 19
yo- i ' £l 3 ' 3 3
3, . . g -~
H
- OR VI0RE c .
RUTEOMY T R T M3ITTOMITE MS T NR T MITE MDY Mg It
VEAN TIME TO COMPLET.ON wa W M4 3 o1 96 74 ) 42 14
FREQUENE Y (ISTRIBUTION CF TIME YO COMPLETION 1N DAYS
DAYS e T tyo OOMITE O MITY T NS TT NG T NI MBTT MO
3 2 v : 3 a2 3 5 Y
L : ' ' ‘ 7 1 2
A [ ' . s l 1 2 3 7 ?
5 i <’ . " P 3 < < 3 s k)
IS l ' H 3 4 ? ? ? 2 ?
sy S 1 v A ] Al M 3
nt 7 ; ' 1 8 3 5 1 ?
o8 3 » : !
3t ) 3 3 ' ' ' .
[IC T ' > 1 ' 1 2 1
R A » 1 1 1 1
" 1 < L] 3 1
1y ey y [ 2 2 1 1
"o ! ! ? ?
1 N ; ‘) L}
Hhe oo ; : 2 1 ? ! ' 1
' Mt 2%y h 1 1 ’ o
nKro3 ' ’
101 upP ' ' 1
10TAL STDCOMPLETING TASK 30 >3 26 26 26 % 22 22 2 19
. ~
Q Figure 11
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~ %
d™A frequency distribution of time, in days, spent on each

task. .
e. Total number of students completing each task.

G. Enabler Analysis (Flgure 12)
The Enabler Analysis Report provides the professor with enabler

information that can be used in course management and revision.
Additiopally, this analysis can be used by the professor for research
purposgs. The report includes the following:
- 7
. Mean number of attempts per enzabler. .
b. A frequency distribution of the number of attempts per
enabler. ‘
. ¢. Mean time; in days, to complete each enabler.
d. A frequency distribution of time, in days, spent on each

enabler.
. e. Total number of students completing each enabler.

COURSE ANALYSIS Paze?
se 2
INSIAUCICA Rgms Jason Soeng Guare 1573
LOURSE E04. S05 Second? - 192 Sruets e X2
ENABLERS
ur s \lz vv'r w'z MITT W2TE WITY w3ti MY MITE METY Matt MSTr MSTY uET?
[ . £ €2 €) [ & £2 [ SR ¥4 £ £2 £2 (8]
Vepn hrmDee AVeeTS T e T L TS 2 T L R 19 16 10

Frenuenty 0ornduton of Wumder ¢ ATevots
Mete ety MIT2 MY U2 M2TE uzer 3T MITY MaTr METY MSTT MSTT MSTY u§TY
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+

NO CREDIT EXCEPTION LIST

One of the major problems of all Colleges of Education has to do
with the initial screening of students who have applied for student
teaching. Tt is imperative that they have received passing gradesin all of
their professional education courses before they are allowed to take on a
student teaching assignment. Since checking each transcript by hand
can be a long and tedious job, it was decided that a program should be
developed to check student transcripts to determine wnether they are
carrying the appropriate grades to be permitted to student teach.

°

The No Credit Exception System is run on all students who apply
for student teaching the quarter prior to the actual experience. The
system prints a No Credit Exception List which is a printout of all
applicants and the courses in which they are carrying MC grades (this
could also be done for letter grades). Figure 13 gives an example of two
students who have applied for student teaching but have several NC
grades. For example, the first student (#042462974) has NC grades in
seven different five quarter hour courses. This raises a red flag for the
faculty. advisor tc have a conference with the student in order to
determine what the problems might be and how they could be solved.

NO CREDIT EXCEPTION EXAMPLE

Credit '
Soc. Sec.# Cat. No. CourseID Sec. Hrs. Grade CourseTitls -

042462974 72908A EDU 365 CO1 005 ONC1 Schooling in Amer.

042462974 73108A HED 410 CO01 005 ONC2 Drug Education

042462974 73112A PHE 306 CO1 005 ONC2 Scient. Found. PEN

042462974 73304A EDU 312 CO1 005 ONC3 Gen. Tch. Lab. Il

042462974 73308A PHE 307 €03 005 ONC2 Scient. Found. PEIl

042462974 73312A PHE 405 CO1 005 ONC1 Spec. Tch. Lab

042462974 73604A PHE 411 CO1 005 ONC* Theo. Prac. Phy. Act. |

043247120 73304A FIA 337 CO1 005 ONC1 Jewelry Metals

043247120 74104A EDS 416 CO1 005 ONG2 Spec. Tch. Lab. Art |

043247120 74108A EEL 405 CO1 005 ONC2 Sp. Tch. Lab.: ArtK-6 J

043247120 74303A ARH 576 CO1 005 ONC2 Modern Art ‘
\

043247120 74304A EDS 425 C0D1 015 ONC1 Student Teaching

Figure 13

+ GRADUATION SCREENING LIST

Each quarter, screening for graduation has necessitated a manual

Q
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check across all divisions to determine if the criteria for graduation has
been met. This is a complex and time consuming process which requires
a major coordination effort among the faculty advisor, division
chairmap, the Dean's office and the Office of Registration and Records.
To alleviate this situation, a graduation screening subsystem was
developed. This system performs the necessary calculations and
generates a graduation status report on all students who are within
twenty-five quarter hours of the required number for graduation. This

/ SCREENING REPORY
STUDENT ID 123456753 - 06/05/74

* TRANSFER AND LIFEWORK CREDIT *

TRANSCRDT ~ MIAMI DADE JR COLLEGE 90.0
TRANSCRDT ~ FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY  30.0 “
: * COURSES COMPLETED REQUIRED BY MAJOR *

EDU 305  SCHOOLING IN AMER 50 CR
EDU 311 GENERAL TEACHING ! 50 CR
EDU 312  GENTCHLABH - 50 CR
EEL 307  HEALTH &PEFOR CHILDREN 50 CR
EEL 318  EXPERARTINTHEELEMSCH 5.0 CR
EEL .319  EXPER MUSICIN THE ELEM SCH 5.0 CR
EEL 401  COMMUNICATION SKILLS | 50 CR

<‘ ' - * OTHER COMPLETED COURSES AND NC-S *
FIA 325  PAINTING 50 A 174
FIA 362  CERAMICS 50 NC3 174

* COURSES NOT COMPLETED — REQUIRED BY MAJOR *

COMMUNICATION SKILLS |l 5.0 374
COMMUNICATION SKILLS il 5.0 374

* FUTURE PROGRAM OF STUDIES COURSES *
EEL 425  STUDENT TEACHING 15.0 674

EDB02 ELEMENTARY ED 0972 . REQ

REQ OTHER COURSES
SMITH JOHN TRANS ~ COURSES COMPLETED NOT FUTURE
33NE45 ST CREDIT COMPLETED COURSES COMPLETED COURSES
MIAMIFL 33137 1200 35.0 5.0 10.0 15.0

Figure 14
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. 4 13
automated screening for graduation ensures much greater accuracy and
consistency in checking the status of students. Figure 14'is an example of
a screening report on an Elementary Education major. The report
provides the following information: .

Number of transfer hours

Required courses completed

. No required course completed and/or course with No
Credit grades

. Required courses not completed i »

. Future program of studies courses .

Summary of credits of a-e above

OC‘.N

lauCAN =

On-Line Testing Facility ‘

Another aspect of the overall system is the on-line testing
component. This component uses the Univac Inter-active Language
(IUL) instructional software system to provide lessons, assessment
exercises, and tests.

Whereas the system can be used to present actual instructional
lessons, the preliminary work completed at FIU uses it mainly as a
testing facility. Multiple-choice, true-false, and short answer questions
designed to evaluate specific enabling objectives have been coded in UIL
and used in the assessment processes for certain modules. In taking the
tests, the students are given immediate feedback on each item as well as
on their overall performance on the enabler. Figure 15 presents the
student flow in the UIL testing situation. Figure 16 presents an example
of a segment of a test.

PRODUCTIVITY REPORT

In order for faculty resources to be efficiently and effectively
allocated by an administrator in a University it is important that he/she
have rapid and continuous access to faculty productivity data.
Traditionally, this information has been gotten manually by having an
individual sit at a calculator and determine the productivity for specific
programs and individual faculty members within those programs. The
management of this critical function has been slow and inefficient, to say
the least. Therefore, after an analysis of types of mathematical
computavions that are carfied out to produce a productivity ratio it was
determined that the function could be much more readily conducted
through the development of a subsystem of COMSPEC.

Basically, the productivity subsystem determines the productivity
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~ y

\ 9
Student
Signs On
Correct Call
Test? No——  proctor

Student
Answers
Question

Answer Add 1to
< Correct? >_N° > Counter A
. ‘ ‘Yes

" Add 1to
Counter B

Was Last
No Question
the Fmal”

Student Did
Not reach
No—» Criteria. Must
Retake test.
Student Passes.
Receives Credit
for the Enabler
Figure 15 v

Student flow in the UIL testing situation.
This example requires that the student have at least 90% correct.
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ucs + ARPOGTEST*OUS160ISPLA

1

FRZ

EOU 516 TEST 3—VISUALS //

PLEASE CHECK TO BE SURE YOU HAVE THE CORRECT TEST./

IF 1T IS CORRECT, PUSH THE TRANSMIT KEY ANO PROCEEQ WITH THE
TEST,

IF THIS 1S NOT THE TEST YOU NEEO, THEN TYPE OUT THE COOE OF IN
ANO PRESS THE TRANSMIT XEY, YOU WILL THEN BE OFF THE SCOPE
AND ABLE T0 CALL THE TEST YOU DONEEO.§$

$$T=08$

$SOELAY, ERASESS

FR4
THIS TEST HAS BOTH MULTIPLE CHOICE ANO FILL-IN-THE-THE-BLANK
QUESTIONS.
FOR MULTIPLE CHOICE ANSWERS JUST TYPE THE LETTER OF THE
CORRECT ANSWER. SOME QUESTIONS REQUIRE MULTIPLE ANSWERS
SO TYPE LETTERS OF ALL CORRECT RESPONSES./
FOR THE FILL-IN-THE-BLANK QUESTIONS, TYPE OUT THE WORO(S)
WHICH COMPLETES THE SENTENCE.
LLT'S BEGIN $$
$SOELAY, ERASESS
FR6
1. WHEN TEACHING GEOGRAPHY ANO NEEOING AN ACCURATE MAP OF THE
UNITEQ STATES ORAWN ON THE CHALK BOARO, THE MOST PRACTICAL
DEVICE TO HELP STUOENTS PROOUCE ONE IS:
A. ATEMPLATE
8. AGRIO
C. ASTENCIL
0. A MAP TRANSPARENCY, PROJECTEOSS
D$SREAO, OM. PRINT C, T=T+ 1, OELAY, ERASE, GO TO BSS
SSPRINT W, OELAY, ERASESS
C CORRECTSS
W INCORRECT.$$
FR8
2. THE EASIEST WAY FOR MOST TEACHERS TO ENLARGE A LINE
ORAWING FROM A BOOK, WITH ACCURACY, IS TO USE.
A. THE /GRIO/ METHOO
8 FREEHANO SKETCHING
C. OPAQUE PROJECTION
0. TEMPLATES ANO COMPASSS$S$
C$SREAD, OM, PRINT C, T=T+ 1, OELAY, ERASE, GO T0 10$$
SSPRINT W, OELAY, ERASESS
C CORRECTSS
W INCORRECT. LOOK BACK OVER THE QUESTIONSS
FR10
3. BULLETIN BOARDS ANO OTHER 0ISPLAYS SHOULO BE OEVELOPEQ
WITH FUNOAMENTALS OF GOOO OESIGN. FIVE OF THESE FUNOAMENTALS
ASE: N
A. HARMONY, CONTRAST, BALANCE, EMPHASIS, SHAPE
8. HARMONY, COLOR, SHAPE, EMPHASIS, CONTRAST
C. HARMONY, SIZE, COLOR, CONTRAST, BALANCE
0. HARMONY, SHAPE, BALANCF, CONTRAST, SIZESS

ASSREAD, OM, PRINT C., OELAY. ERASE, T=T+1,G0T0/%:$$

$SPRINT W, OELAY, ERASESS

O

 ERIC
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C VERY GOOO 3% s
W INCORRECT. READ IT OVER AGAIN. $$
FR12
Figure 16
VA
[
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of each instructor, the productivity of the undergraduate programs and
the productivity of the graduate programs of each division in the School
of Education.

Figure 17 is an example of an instructor productivity chart for an
undergraduate division in the School of Education. The individual
faculty productivity is determined by multiplying theg number of *
students being taught by the number of credit hours in the course(s) and
then dividing the product by the total percent of a faculty member’s load
allocated to the .teaching of those students. The example shows
Professors Smith, Jones, Doe and Johnson respectively with
productivities.of 280, 1845, 805, and 375. The total overall productivity
for this division is 826.25. -

INSTRUCTOR PRODUCTIVITY CHART
for Undergraduate Division of the School of Education

Instructor Name Course  Sec #Stu Hrs. #Course S.C.H. Course Weight
SMITH EDS408 1 23 5 2 115 .5000
SMITH _ EDS420 1 33 5 2 165 .5000

Instructor Productivity, at course weight 1.0000, 1S 280

JONES EEC425 4 123 .15 2 1845 .5000

Instructor Productivity. at course weight .5000, s 1845

DOE EEL401 2 32 5 4 160 .2500
DOE EEL4N 1 129 5 4 645 2500 ¢
Instructor Productivity, at Course weight .5000, is 805
JOHNSON HED425 1 25 15 5 375 .2000

Instructor Productivity. at course weight .2000, s 375

TOTAL PRODUCTIVITY 826.25

Figure 17
Sample Productivity Table

i
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SUMMARY
‘ |
The overall purpose of this presentation was to provide an overview
of the computer information management system developed at Florida
International University. The system was designed to provide
instructors, advisers, students, and the administration with the

necessary data to enable them to make sound mstructxonal and
management decisions.




/- FIELD-BASED SUPPORT SYSTEMS FOR
RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

Gilbert F. Shearron

The purpose of this paper is to present information on the
development of field-based support systems for Competency Based
Teacher Education (CBTE, sometimes referred to as Performance Based
Teacher Educaticn, PBTE). Because of the problems associated with the
language and terminology of Competency Based Teacher Education
research and evaluation we begin with a definition of some key terms.

Field-Based Support Systems. This refers to a group of schools and
school districts which work closely with a college or university in a
teacher training effort.

Research. In the context of this paper research refers to the

¢ systematic study of CBTE and the teaching-learning process.

Evaluation. The term evaluation refers to appraising the perform-
ance of individuals and programs.

Competency Based Teacher Education. CBTE is a process that
involves the specification of expected outcomes (teaching competencies
assumed to promote pupil behaviors and the demonstrated ability to
promote pupil learning); the designing of learning activities that focus on
helping students achieve expected outcomes; and finally, evaluation to
determine whether or not the expected outcomes have been acquired;
and, if not, why not.

Pupils. Pupils are individuals who are enrolled in school, grades
nursery through twelve.

Students. Students are individuals enrolled in teacher education
programs. . :
Competencies. A written statement of something a student should
know or be able to do. For purposes of this paper, competencies will be
limited to teaching skills a prospective teacher should be able to
perform. Generally, a teaching competence would be some behavior
directly associated with teaching pupils. It might be the teaching of an
inquiry lesson or determining the instructional needs of a learner
‘{ﬂiagnosis). K
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The paper is divided into two parts. Part I considers the theoretical
aspects of a field-based support system. Part II describes attempts to
develop field based support systems. The paper is limited to a discussion
of support systems for preservice teacher education.

%

*Qur position is that the development of field-based support systems
must take into account the entire use of the system and not only research
and evaluation. Therefore, both parts I and II will consider the training
function as well as the research and evaluation functions.

I
Some Theoretical Considerations - hd

The field-based support system for CBTE can perhaps best be
understood by considering three differences between CBTE and -
conventional teacher education efforts.

These differences are as follows:

1. A shift from an essentially data free to an essentially data depen-
dent mode of operation. Evaluation of both student and program are
required for decision-making involving programmatic changes and plans
for individual students. f

9. A shift from an essentially training function to a research,
development and training function.

3. A shift from an essentially college or university centered
program to a field-centered program. Significant portions of the CBTE
program take place in the field. At some point, the demonstration of
competencies and the promotion of pupil learning should take place in a
school setting. :

The differences referred to above provide a frame of reference that
gives some background for the requirements of a field-based support
system. Conceptual models can be developed that include research
training, and evaluation; but the shift to a field-centered program
requires the development of a shared decision base. with annther
institution. Shared decisiou-making adds a political dimersica ihat can
cause modification of conceptual efforts. In the establishment of field-
based support systems, one must consider political realities or fail.
Therefore, in conceptualizing a CBTE effort we need to consider a
corresponding political strategy for its implementation.

Some Requirements of the Support System

The requirements for a field-based support system for CBTE come

-
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basically from its three components: training, research, and evaluation.
The support system must deal with all three components as a totality,
not as- separate entities. Yet, each component has its individual
_purposes. : '

Let us consider for a moment some of the purposes of evaluation so
that we may look at some of the requirements of a support system. One
purpose of evaluation is to provide information to decision makers so
that decisions can be made on whether a student has sufficient compe-
tence to be certified.? A second purpose is to provide decision makers
with information on the effectiveness of the teacher education program.
To support these purposes, the support system should provide the
following: '

1. Opportunities for students to demonstrate teaching com-
petencies, and to attempt to promote pupil learning.

e Opportunities to collect information on both students and
program in a systematic manner.

Training CBTE students requires that they be given opportunities
to practice teaching competencies assuried to promote pupil learning. It “
also requires opportunities for students to observe and engage in
activities not necessarily related to demonstrating competencies or pro-
moting pupil learning. Students need many opportunities to become
familiar with pupils and their routines before practicing and demon-
strating competencies.

The research needed to support assumptions underlying CBTE is
not yet present. Any CBTE éffort needs to consider research questions
such as: )

; ( .,
1. The relationship between teacher behavior and pupil
learning.,

2. The knowledge, attitudes, and teaching skills a teacher
needs to have. .

3. The adaptation of learning styles to learning activities.
4. The relationship between teaching styles and personality.

5. The relationship between expected outcomes and selec-
tion procedures.

The field-based support sysiem should allow opportunities to do the
o -
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five types of research called for above. Perhaps the major requirement
here is a commitment to research activities.

How can we satisfy the requirements for evaluation, research, and
training withint a field-based support system in light of some of the
realities present? These realities begin with an understanding of the
basic mission of the school: the education of the pupils who attend.
Pre-service teacher education is only one of several of the school's
secondary missions. Because of its primary mission, the school cannot do _
such things asadjust'its curriculum so that tudent can teach an
inquiry lesson in social studies on the third-a A March. The school
cannot let students from preservice teacher education programs arrive
at their convenience to practice and dem‘onstr{ate specified compe-
tencies. ‘

Perhaps the most critical of the realities of developing a field-
based support system is the question of the commitment of time by
school personnel to a preservice teacher education program. There
. obviously must be joint planning between the schools and the teacher
education- Listitution. Planning requires. time. The collection of data
about student and program performance requires input from school
personnel. This also requires time. The questions to be considered by
those planning field based support systems are: What is the payoff for
the school and its personnel? What are the trade-offs? How can learning
. opportunities for pupils’ be enhanced if a school is part of a support
system for preservice teachér éducation?

Another element that needs consideration in develaping the support
system is the mission of the college or university teacher training
institutions. The primary missions of mdst institutions of higher
education are.twg or three-fold: the training of educational pérsonnel,
service to its constituents, and research. These three missions seem to
be compatible with .activities discussed above. However, higher
education institutions must be willing to provide the resources necessary
to operaiv a fjeld-based support system. If university faculty are
expected to spend time in the field, then faculty load time must be
provided. Moreover, travel expense should be availahle, 2ng rewards -

_provided for faculty members who take part in fieid-based CBTE.

There are, then, -within the theoretical aspects of a field-based
support system many requirements to consider. But these requirements
have to betempered by therealities of the schools. It would be desirable
to htwve a group of schools whose faculty and leaders were favorable to
changing currftula.’ resgarch, evaluation and field-based- teacher
education programs. However, even with this commitment there is still
the overriding priority of the education of the school pupils.

i, ) .
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Developing the Support System ,

+

l " The first part of the paper has presented theoretical considerations
for establishing field-based support systems. Wenow consider attempts
to develop a field based support systemr. Much of this section is drawn
from the author's experiences at the University of Georgia. The position
taken there was that the total support system must be considered. -

- [

Before development begins, several assumptions should be
4" considered. These assumptions provide the ground rules by which one
should attempt to play the game. The assumptions presented here are
not offered for adoption.but for consideration. An individual teacher
educatien program needs to establish some assumptions that give
direction to its development. If these assumptions are violated, then
program developers have no set of guidelines on which to operate and
make decisions. Seme of. these assumptions follow: ®
1. The major purpose of the schools within the field-based
support system is the education of their pupils. Therefore,
any teacher’ education program, with its research, evalua-
tion, and training components, must enhance the learning
activities of these pupils. - )
! 2. Tﬁeyé must be a written agreement between the school
district, institution of higher educégion, and the organiza- '
_tion representing teachers that clearly delineates roles and =
. responsibilities. LN

3. The institution of higher éducation must provide services
and resources to the public schools as a “trade-off” for . -
what ‘the schools are providing the university.

%
4. The involvement of the university in “im‘pxéoving the wpro;-
gram of the schools™ should come only.at the invitation
of the schools. . » ’
" \ ’ L ‘3,(.

5. Joint decision-making requires setting up ‘a governance
structure that actually operates so that all concerned can
see the results of the decision-making. There is nothing as
unsatisfactory as proclaiming joint decision-making and
then not allowing it to happen. .

Before the development of a field-based ;u;;port system begirs,
attention needs to be given to the university personnel to be involved.

IToxt Provided by ERI . -
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Human relations skills that allow university personnel to work and
communicate effectively with a school staff are crucial. University
personnel that are “all knowing” and ready to “save the world” probably
will not be too effective.

Consideration also needs to be given to the personnel from the
public schools. There are two ways to proceed. One says that school
personnel involved must. be jointly selected by the schools and the
teacher training institution. A second positien is that school personnel
who want to work in the training program be allowed to do so. If this
“Fecond course of action is followed, the higher education group must ~°
accept what is available and hope that those who need improvement will
improve-as the program progresses.

The Georgia Strategy ¢

The development of a field-based support system at Georgia began
with a single school and theri extended gradually to its present thirteen
schools. The initial thrust focused on the development of relationships
between the university and the schools. Formal agreements can be
concluded by the board of education of the local school districts and the
administration of the teacher training institution, but these formal
relationships become operational only at the level where students and
faculty from the university and the staff of the schools operate on a daily
basis. The strategy was to place a coordinator from the teacher
education staff in each of the schools. It was the task of this coordinator
to develop the relationships necessary to operate a successful system.
The selection of the coordinator was done jointly by the school district
and the university. The qualifications for a coordinator are:

s 1. Knowledge of public school programs as a result of
experience as a teacher, principal, etc.
H

2. Human relations skills needed to work effectively with
principals and the school staff as well as the university
staff.

* -

3. Knowledge™ of the university program, especially its |

instructicnal activities.

The coordinator holds faculty rank at the assistant professor level or
above. He or she is responsible for coordination of all university
activities within a school. There is one’coordinator per school.

. Initially, students were clustered togethér in groups of courses for a
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period of one quarter. The coordinator with a team of faculty members ™
(e.g.: specialist in reading, physical education, etc.) was responsible for
planning the students’ program with a field experience. This was not in a
CBTE context at first. It was merely an attempt to have students have a
field experlence and ptovide services to the schools as instructional
aides. The notion of teacher aides was part of the “trade-off.” That is, it

- /;ave the._ schcols somethmg they valued.

This mltlal step prowdcd an Opportumty to establish relationships ~
so that long range activities could occur. The establishment of the
support system came about through developing trust and understanding
between the university and the public schools. There is probably no
better way to establish trust and understanding than at the personal
level. This is what the coordinator and his team had to do first. It took
time to do this, sometimes a year or more. Once confidence was
established, it was easier to move forward with some feeling of possible
success. -

Individuals developing field-based support systems must realize
that each of the parties involved (student, school personnel, university
staff) needs to see that their investment and energy will be rewarded.

. Each party must have an understanding and concern for the others. The
climate must become supportive, not defensive. All parties must strive
to make the relationship open and authentic. There, needs to be an
attitude of experimentalism so that all parties are open to new
experiences.3

. One of the major results of this initial thrust at Georgia was the
. trade offs that began to happen on an informal basis. For example, a
group of primary teachers in a low income area were having problems
with pupil achievement in mathematics. The teachers requested help
from the coordinator who made a math educator available. The math
educator worked with the teachers developing a math program based on
theuse of concrete objects rather than the abstract problems associated
“with textbooks. Successful learning activities for pupils were increased
and teachers felt that they have been helped with problems .that they

. identified rather than being told that they were doing something wrong.

The second stage of the strategy was the development of CBTE
teams to manage students within a CBTE program and to develop a
mechanism for shared decision-making. Faculty and students are
organized into teams of about 100. Each team is paired win two public
schools. The team serves as a student’s home base for the two years of
his professional training. Being limited to two schools for a period of two
vears has some disadvantages for a student, but it provides many

L
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advantages in the development of a field based support system. School
personnel, students, and university faculty get to know each other well
over this period of time. Each team has a governance committee that is
charged with overall decision making for the team and its members. The
governance committee is made up of students, schooldpersonnel and
university staff.

Identifying and Assessing Competencies

The development of the CBTE effort usually begins with the
identification of teaching competencies. This needs to be done jointly by
school and university personnel. Competencies the need to be practiced
and demonstrated cannot be a part of the field system if teachers in the’
field do not believe that they are appropriate. Competencies also need to
he assessed. Therefore, the identification of competencies should include
consideration for their assessment. Of course, one should also keep in
mind that the promotion of pupil learning needs to be considered.
Competenéy identification can also provide a framework for later
research undertakings.

Perhaps the most expedient way to begin the identification and
assessment of competencies is to consider what goes on in schools. In
most school situations there is planning for instruction and implementa-
tion of the plans. Planning usually includes objectives for instruciion,
some type of instructional strategy, instructional materials to be
employed, and some type of assessment of both students and the
effectiveness of the lesson. Implied in the execution of a lesson plan arg
classroom management, discipline, control, and/or development of the
learning environment. The carrying out of a planned lesson provides a
framework in which it is possible to both practice and demonstrate
competencies within the context of a school program.

It is probably not useful nor feasible to have students in a field
center practice and demonstrate a specific competency out of context.
For example, suppose a competency is in the area of questioning skills.
You would question pupils within a learning activity. Another example
would be in the area of diagnosis. Diagnosis may be done in simuiated
situations, but it finally must be considered within the context of a pupil
being diagnosed, a learning activit) .prescribed, and the pupil being
assessed in order to determine the accuracy of the diagnosis.

The school is usually willing to give students *he opportunity tc¢
practice and to demonstrate competencies provided thore is a connection
between the desired competencies and the instructional program,
Therefore, competency assessment should be considercd ip"ﬁrms of the

3
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assessment of multiple competencies. Clustering competencies within
the context of a single lesson plan or a continuing series of lessons, or
perhaps units of work can be accomplished without serious problems. In
general compet@®y- clusters include: defining outcomes, diagnosing
puplls on the basis of the desired outcomes, selecting learning activities
based on the dxagnosxs, selecting learning materials, carrying out
instruction, organizing the learning environment, and evaluating
student growth. These functions can be carried out in either short or
long term teaching assignments. They can be carried out working with
groups of pupils or with a single pupil. ¢ .
o .

The procedure described above will allow for assessment of the..
demonstration of teaching competencies and/or the promotion of pupil.
learning. Pupils could be pre- and post-tested to determine progress
made within the teaching assignments of individual students. The
requirements of an evaluation procedure for students can be met by
these procedures.

The role of personnel in the support system must be defined in the
evaluation of teaching competencies. Consider the role of the classroom
teacher and other school personnel. Certainly, classroom teachers need
to have the final say on what is to be taught. Therefore, they must
review teaching plans in advance. Approval by school personnel will
almost have to be a piece of the evaluation effort. Determination of the
effectiveness of the teaching plan and the competencies being
demonstrated probably should be the responsibility of more than one
person. It would, however, be very difficult to leave out the classroom
teacher since he or she is usually most knowledgeable about the
variables at work in the learning situation. If one accepts the notion of
the involvement of school personnel in the evaluation process, then
evaluation procedures must be carried out in $ome reasonable time
frame. It is unrealistic to expect that teachers can undergo extensive
training in the use of highly sophisticated measurement devices. It is
also unreasonable to ask teachers to spend long hours filling out forms
for the evaluation system.

Thé¢ Training Function

The training function of the field-based system provides opportun-
ities for students to practice and demonstrate competencies. There ‘
should also be opportunities to become knowledgeable about pupils, |
school routines, and normal classroom procedures. The suppoft system
must develop a balance between what is good for teacher education
students and what is good for the schools.

PR

EKC 1<) £

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




Gilbert F. Shearron

The training function of the support system at Georgia is organized
into phases. In the first phase of the program students become involved
in classrooms by performing noninstructional types of activities. These
activities are not necessarily competencies to be developed, but tasks
assumed to be activities that teachers are engaged in. An example of
these kinds of tasks would be to have students assist six-year-olds with
their coats when they are preparing to go home during cold weather or
to assist the teacher in preparing materials for an art lesson. This type of
activity accomplished several things. First, it gives opportunities for
students to become knowledgeable about school routine. Second, it
provides opportunities for students, téachers, and pupils to become
acquainted. As a student begins to practice specific competencies later in
his program, he will already know the pupils and the classroom
situations. This affords him an opportunity to work in familiar
surroundings. A third reason for this type of activity is that it provides a
service (and a trade-off) to the staff and pupils of the school. This is part
of an overall strategy to enhance learning experiences for pupils.

-3

In other phases of the training effort students are providing
services to the school while developing their own teaching skills. All of
these activities and others are jointly planned by the*"governance
committees referred to earlier.

Program Evaluation

This paper has pointed out that the support system needs to provide
systematic information on the program. This means the evaluation of all
facets of the program, how they operate, their success and failure. If
students are not able to demonstrate certain competencies, where does
. the fault lie? Is it the fault of the knowledge acquired on campus or is it
the fault of the field operation? Or, is the failure in some other part of the
program? Field-based support systems must become part of this
programatic evaluation. This means that there must be commitment on
the part of the school faculty to put their program under close scrutiny
and even to modify certain aspects of their efforts. Unless the schools
feel that they are true partners in the ongoing teacher training program,
they are not likely to agree to this kind of systematic evaluation,

Here, again, attention must be given to not burdening school
personnel with unusual amounts of time-consuming paper work. In order
to get accurate infosmation, school personnel must value this type of
activity and understand its purposes. Most school people as well as
university personnel do not understand or see the need to gather
systématic data about the effectiveness of programs.
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FIELO-BASEQ SUPPORT SYSTEMS FOR
RESEARCH ANO EVALUATION

Re sqarch

Research activities associated with teaching-learning can be
initiated within the field-based support system with careful planning.
Carefully designed studies within the general realities of schools can be
undertaken if the proper climate has been developed. Part of any
research efforts must include school personnel, at least at an
informational level. ’

Summary

In summary, there seem to be several guidelines that will allow for
the development of field-based support systems for research and
evaluation.

1. The development of a support system requires considera-
tion of all aspects of the system. Separate elements such
as research and evaluation cannot be separated from the
other elements.

2. A support system'can be developed successfully if all
parties involved are engaged in developmental as well as
implementation efforts.

3. Roles need to be carefully defined and written down so that
there is a clear understanding among all parties.

4. Research, evaluation, and training efforts must fit into
ongoing school activities. Schools cannot modify their
major purpose (the education of pupils).

5. The key factor in establishing a field-based support system
is the trust and understanding that must be developed and
nurtured by all parties.
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FROM ROCK THROUGH MELON TO MUSH:

\
The Place of the Teaching Center in
Research and Evaluation

Sam J. Yarger

~

Research? Evaluation?

Any paper attempting to deal with the place of research and evalua-
tion in an educational endeavor is usually obligated to first distinguish
between those terms. Unfortunately, that distinction has created
problems for this writer. The issue does not focus on whether or not
there is a difference, but in this case whether or not that distinction is
important vis-a-vis the performance of either activity in a teaching
center. Before accepting the label of heretic, perhaps it wou'd be wise to
attempt an explanation.

Certainly there is no paucity of definitions concerning the word
“research.” Kerlinger (1964) says it as well as anyone: “Scientific
research is systematic, controlled, empirical, and critical investigation of
hypothetical propositions about the presumed relations among natural
phenomena” (p. 13). He points out that the three key words in that
definition are “systematic,” “controlled,” and “empirical.” Others may
say it differently, and are likely to relate the research endeavor to the-
generation of knowledge, the testing of theories, or the generation of
hypotheses about theories; but, it is safe to assume that at least within
the field of research, a high degree of consensus exists.

Evaluation, on the other hand, is generally viewed as an’ activity
performed in order to make some determination or to fix some value
about either a phenomenon or an object. It relates to examinations and
judgments. Turner (1974) makes this distinction: “It avoids reliance on
research findings or theory generated from research . . . The problem
attacked is thus a practical one.” Shalock (1974) makes a distinction
between evaluation and assessment, with the latter being an upward
extension of the former, ending in actual decision making. The key then,
is that evaluation purports to place value, allow for judgments and
finally to provide for the making of decisions on the basis of information
rather than through capriciousness.

In reality, however, the words research and evaluation have been
used to describe a multitude of activities, many of which bear little if any
relationship to the above definitions. In some cases, “research” and/or

Q
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FROM ROCK THROUGH MELON T0 MUSH ¢

. “evaluation” departments collect little more than census data concerning
a population or subpopulation. Often, these data are used to describe a
school system clong specific dimensions such as ages of students or
percentage of families on welfare. It is not unusual to see school of
education dissertations comparing one instructional - process with
another being presented as research. Infrequently does the “researcher”
attempt to relate the findings of.these comparisons to any type of
theoretical or conceptual base. Finally, we find the word “research” used
to describe experiments, the substance of which is linked, or attempts to =
be linked, with a specific theory of human behavior. Depending on the
methodology employed, one could take the position that only the latter
example would probably meet Kerlinger's definition. The first example
would probably best be described as the simple acquisition of informa-
tion, while the second is most likely an attempt to evaluate the relative
effectiveness of two instructional processes.

To the field practitioner, neither research nor evaluation projects a
good image. Where research is mystical and difficult to understand,
evaluation usually means judgments of either good or bad, often related
to one’s professional livelihood. If there is a distinction that would make
sense to the field practitioner, it probably lies in the concept of the
usability of results. Research results may or may not be “usable,” but in-
either case that's not their primary purpose. Evaluation results,
however, purport to generate information that is in some way useful for
something.

The fact Temains that in general usage, the terins research and
evaluation have become confused and the distinctions are very fuzzy.
This may well be related to the lack of theory underlying most of the
programming found in education. If, for comparative purposes, one were
studying two different instructional approaches to reading, both
research and evaluation might be involved, depending on  the
methodology employed, as well as the theoretical base underlying the
study. On the other hand, if there was no theoretical base, and if the
methodology did not relate to important questions, the study might not
fit either the term research or evaluation. In either case, it is not within  °
the scope of this paper to attempt to solve a problem that has plagued
educationists for years.

Whether one is purporting to perform either research or evaluation,
there is a common ground. Both activities are dependent on information
or evidence, in order to reach a conclusion. For purposes of this paper,
we define evidence as “something that offers proof.” It is related to the
questions asked in the research or evaluation strategy. The importance
of the evidence will focus on such things as the modalities used to gather

)
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Sam J. Yarger

information, the variables that are accounted for as one gathers the
information, and finally, the ways in which the evidence will be used.

Evidence comes in varying degrees of power. The powerfulness of
the evidence dictates the inferential judgment that can be made as well
as the degree of confidence one can have in that judgment. Sometimes,
when no external pressures are evident, that inferential judgment can
be made exclusively on the quality of the data. At other times, however,
particularly .when policy-making is “involved, great pressures are
brought to bear and frequently the inferentiai judgment is risky.
Nonetheless, the validity of any inference made on the basis of evidence
must be judged by the quality of the information. The remainder of this
paper, then, will attempt to explicate a model for looking at the quality
of evidence, determine the potential of the teaching center for the
production of evidence, and discuss the strengths and weaknesses of
that placement.

From Rock Through Melon to Mush . ' !
A scheme for the assessment of the quality of evidence is presented
in Figure 1. In this model, three quality levels are presented, ranging

Typell /

Ed. Policy - MUSH
Decisions

™~

Type ll
Program - MELON

Development / v

Types

Typel

Theoretical ROCK
I /] ]
T 1 1
Electronizally Teacher Behavior Standardized Test
Measured Response  in Lab. School Scores in 47
in Lab. setting with controlled Schools with
) environment & 25,000 children—
Examples curriculum Grades K- 6
Fig. 1 A Scheme for the Determination of the Absolute Quality of

Evidence in Sducational Research and Evaluation.
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FROM ROCK THROUGH MELON T0O MUSH

from the highly precise to the highly imprecise. It should be noted that
no claim is being made for the absolute superiority of one quality level
over another. Rather, each level of evidence must be judged by both the
motivation for its procurement as well as its intended use.

Type I evidence, labeled Theoretical, is seen as highly precise,
hence “hard as a rock.” This type of data typically possesses the follow-
ing characteristics:

¢ Generated from a methodology with limited scope;
e Variables are highly controlled;

* Related to a limited content area;

e -Provides for small but certain inferential leaps;

e Often not of use to decision makers because of limited
scope;

* Often has low field credibility because the problem appears
insignificant. -

Type I evidence is of the quality generally related to classical
educational research. For many educational researchers it represents
the “ideal,” while for others it represents the only level of quality worth
the pursuing. The important thing about Type I evidence is that in order
to generate it, the researcher must have almost complete control over
the experimental environment.

Type I evidence is of the quality usually generated by a competent
researcher functioning in an environnient over which control of many
factors is not possible. Educators with a field orientation would consider
it scholarly, though there is recognition of its shortcomings. It is labeled
Program Development evidence because it is of the quality that
educators frequently use to make substantivc programmatic decisions.
It does not possess the “hard-like-a-rock” quality, but rat{her is seen as
more “soft like a melon.” Type II evidence is characterized by:

e Less limited, more “practical” scope; "

« Control over some variables, with recognition that others

cannot be manipulated; l
o Distinct methodological limitations vis-a-v!is “good”
research design;

¢
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* Higher credibility with field because of practical scope;
LY

¢ Risky though not capricious inferences;

o Although usable to the field, probably of too limited a
scope for policy rhakers.

If Type I evidence is generated by researchers in laboratory
settings, Type II evidence is generated by researchers in educational
settings. Frequently it suffers in status because it is judged by the
“true” researcher to be too uncontrolled, while policy makers often view
it as being too rigid and inflexible. However, it probably indicates the
best efforts of conscientious practitioners in the real life world of
education. .

Type III evidence is usually generated by methodologies that
attempt to solicit information from large populations in an effort to make
reasonable policy decisions. It is thus labeled Educational' Policy
Decision evidence and must be viewed as possessing high degrees of
imprecision, hence, “soft as mush.” Type III evidence can be described
by the following characteristics:

* Attempts to deal with problems of large scope;

* Must be generated with many uncontrolled and unperceived
variables;

e Provides information that is easily understood and thus
popular to the public;

~

 Possesses many methodological weaknesses;
¢ Provides for only the most risky inferential judgments;

e Preferred by policy makers because it is easily under-
stood;

¢ Has little credibility with either field practitioners or educa-
tional researchers.

Regardless of the suspicion with which the educational community
views Type III evidence, it will probably persist as the currency of
exchange for many educational policy decisions. This writer would argue
that it does have a legitimate place in the informational matrix, and the
role of the educational community is to help policy makers understand

]
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‘

the risk of rendering decisions based on this quality of evidence.
Additionally, the educational community would probaljly bénefit from
efforts to improve the quality of Type III evidence, while keeping clearly
in mind its intended uses. .o J

It probably doesn’t help the practitioner in education to viev. the
three types of evidence as totally discrete, Rather, it would be more
productive to view them on a single continuum, thus allowing for one to
examine the relationship between the three €évidenciary types. Figure 2
graphically presents this relationship. .

\ >

Mush — Teacher and

MUSH ~T™ student Opin-
(Type i) T ions of a

Program

v

— Test Scores
after use of
Instructional
Materials in
Six Schools,
Grades 2, 4
&6

~ . ROCK

Melon _|

(Type ) Teacher Be-

—haviorin Lab.
Schoo!l with
Controlled

Environment

Responses in
Laboratory
Rock Experiments

(Type )™

Absolute Type | Type il Type 11l
Scale Evidence Evidence Evidence

l_ ROCK

Fig. 2 A Scheme for the Determination of the Relational Quality of
Evidence in Educational Research and Evaluation.
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Simply stated, one can envision an overlap in the extremes of the
three types. For example, an experiment which measured physiological
responses and attempted to relate them to differing emotional states
would probably generate “rock” evidence, even within Type I. However,
suppose an educational researcher was working in a laboratory school,
where the students r%ﬁd the teachers were carefully selected and the
curriculum was carefully controlled. Within this context, an attempt to
compare the efficacy of two instructional strategies might-well-produce
evidence that' would be considered “mushy” on the Type I scale, but

,"hard-as-rock” on the Type II continuum. Finally, if a practitioner
working within a.school system sent out a questionnaire to all teachers
requesting their perceptions of a given program, it would most likely
produce “mush” evidence, even on the Type III confinuum.

The relationship, then, is similar to a cogruption of an old saying—
“one man's rock is another man’s mush.” Although the emphasis must
always be on maximum quality of evidence in relation to its intended
use, it would be as inappropriate for a university-based rebearcher to
look down his nose at Type II or Type III evidence, as it would be for a
public school administrator to make fun of well-designed Type I
endeavors. Ali evidence gathering strategies must be judged by how
well theyzanswer the question, “Am. I-obtaining the best possible
information to deal with the problem I'm attempting to solve?” The issue
becomes one of minimizing the constraints when gathering usable
information, while maximizing the inferences which can be made from
that information. It is an issue which has been and will continue to be at
the heart of much of the debate concerning research and evaluation in
education.

By attempting to develop the relational quality of evidence, the
credibility of all three types can be established. Few educators would
dispute the credibility and necessity of obtaining either Type Lor Type Il
evidence. However, because Type III evidence is likely to be less
“popular with educators at all levels, perhaps some discussion is
necessary. \ e '

A )
4

Regardless of what some educators may think; those charged with
making policy decisions in educition would prefer to make those
decisions based on solid documentation. Unfortunately, the broadness of
the questions raised in policy decisions, along with the scope of the
issues, frequently presents problems that go far beyond the skills of
contemporary educational evaluation and research. ‘At the same time,
thesé questions do exist and they do demand a response. Interestingly,
an argument can be built that the questions typically responded to with
Type 1II evidence are those that simply cannot be dodged, while the
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. ' : Y ’
questions responded to_ with Type I and II evidence are those which a/
less demanding of answers. Perhaps we would make more progress ih
education if theoretical and program development issues were
considered with the same degree of urgency as wre policy issues. If ané
accepts the premise that policy issues thust be dealt with, then the

P

. obvious strategy for educators is to strive toward the development of

Rarely Rock, Usually Melon, Sometimes Mush
' ;

Q

higher order Type III ¢vidence. Conceivably, educators could buttress
their contentions by attempting to show relationships between high
prder Type III evidence and Type II, program development evidence. It
is the contentlon of this writer that policy makers would welcome more
substantive information to support decisions that must be made. For
example, suppose a school system’s mathematical achievement test
scores have continually dropped ~qver a period of many years———
necessitating a policy decision in the \a&ea of mathematics programming.

If educators could demonstrave (using Type II evidence) the efficacy of
one approach to the instruction of mathematics over another, or perhaps
even the differential eificacy of both, pblicy decisions could be made with
greater compdterce than has existed in the past. Obviously, the issue
here is one of communication and w1|lmgness to cooperate, an issue that
desperate]y needs attention in the’educational endeavor. The fact
remains that without the leadership of informed educators and educa-
tional researchers, polic, decisions at the local level, as well as state and
national levels, will continue to be made on the basis of_ina?equate
nformation. The tragedy of this sifuation is that those making important
decisions are unaware of the riskiness of their judgments, while those
who are aware are unwilling to put forth the effort to improve quahty of

decision making. P

o

The logical question *hen becomes, where does the teaching center
fit into this model of the quality of evidence? Before attempting to
present the relationship, we must focus on the definition of a teaching
center. Schmieder and Yarger (1974) define’d a teaching center as:

' .a place, in situ, or in changing locations, which develops pro-
grams’for the training and improvement of educational per-
sonnel [inservice teachers, preservice teachers, admmistra-
tors, paraprofessiorals, college teachers, etc.] invwhich the
participating personnel have an opportunity to share suc-
cesses, to utilize a wide range of education resources,
and to receive training specifically related to their most
pressing teaching problems. (p. 6)

If there is a benokglark for teaching centers, it is the continuing focus on

&
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the development and enhancement of skills for the instruction of chil-
dren. rather than the provision of many other valuable services such as
computer scheduling, management of aidiovisual ‘programs, “pay-
rolli?g," and supervision of lunch programs.

There are, of course,.many different types of teacher centers gcross
the country. Yet there appears to be at least a few common attributes
prevalent in most. These include: ;

, )
¢ Field-based, with, “real” chiidren;
p .
« Clients are active preservice or inservice teachers;
-

e-Program focus on “actual” rather than “ideal.”
. A
e More structured instructional and feedback systems than
found in conventional inservice programs.

Before an attempt is made to relate teaching centers with their
potential for gene'rating evidence, a small disclaimer is appropriate.
Because of the great diversity in teaching center activities throughout
the country, exceptions to the general principle will'exist. Consequently, §
the toncept.explicated here is not to be viewed as “set in concrete,” but,
rather as a gereral principle. ‘

\

Figure o graphically represents the place of the/ teaching center in
regard to itseability to be a source of evidence. Typically, the teaching
center will not be an appropriate environment for strategies designed to -
generate Type I evidence. The demands on the subjects (teachers,
administrators and students) will usually be viewed as far too imposing
for the ongoing program. It is doubtfui whether it would be worth the
time and effort of researchers to attempt to build the relationships and
develop the necessary rationale designed to solicit the quality of support
needed for a Type I strategy. Many would argue, and this writer would '

-agree, that thefocus ir the teaching center is and must be the ongoing |
.program for the instiuc.ion of children, rather than the-generation of
information which may or may not be helpful. The complex methodology
required by Type I procedures, in conjunction with the need for highly
controlled variables will typically render the scope of the strategy far too
mited for the field to view as worthwhile. No attemptyis made to negate
the legitimacy of strategies designed to generate Type I evidence, but
rather, the rationale here is that the teaching center is probably not the
appropriate place to do it.

The teaching center is also an inappropriate environment for the

N
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An Estimate of the Appropriateness of the Teaching Center Environment
for the Generation of Evidence.

implementation of strategies designed to generate Type III data. This is
not likely to cause the conflict that a center’s reluctance to provide Type
I data might create, as Type III evidence tends to be frowned upon by
the educational community in general. Typically, strategies designed to
generate Type III evidence utilize opinion questionnaires, commercial
standardized tests, rating scales and the like. Furthermore, these tools
are usually administered with little concérn for who responds to them
and why, i.e., limited research design and/or conceptual base. It should
be noted that used in a different context, these instruments could
generate evidence of a more sophisticated quality. The issue for the
teaching center will frequently be, how dees one control the generation
of Type III evidence, and how does one have some input concerning its
use? “Mushy” information seems to goze from the seams of educational
institutions, subject only to the most rudimentary of control.

By now, it is obvious to the reader that this writer promotes the
teaching <enter as an appropriate environment for strategies designed
to generate Type II, or program development evidence. There are many
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reasons for this match. First, the scope of the strategy designed to elicit
program development evidence is usually general enough to be
appealing to teachers, while controlled enough to have some credibility
with researchers. Also, there is a ""real world” orientation, with a clear
recognition that many variables cannot be controlled. In working with
doctoral students in a teaching center environment, it has been this
writer's experience that one usually initiates a project with hopes of
controlling more variables than is ultimately feasible. Within this
context, trade-offs are made grudgingly, often using a process of
negotiation with.field personnel who are involved.

In light of the fact that typically there is a focus on systematic
program development as well as useful feedback mechanisms in a
teaching center, Type II evidence can frequentiy be used not only by the
researcher, but also by the center. One must always recognize that
teachers as well as students put forth varying degrees of effort in order
to be associated with a research or evaluation strategy. When the
researcher can offer feedback viewed as helpful to the subjects, the
credibility of both the researcher and the practice of research is
enhanced. For this reason, if for no other, the teaching center can be
viewed as an ideal environment for Type II strategies.

Because the researcher is more intimately involved with the
ongoing program, control over the use of results can usually be
exercised. Thus, this is one of the rare instances where the researcher
can have some control over the inferences and judgments that are made
by virtue of the information he or she has generated. Consequently,
sensitive practitioners can use this phenomenon to sensitize field
personnel to the need for continuing research and evaluation projects.

Lest it appear that the writer is promoting the marriage of teaching
centers and program development research and evaluation as being
made in heaven, one must be cognizant of the problems to be
encountered. First, strategies designed to generate this quali})/ of

. evidence in a teaching center will probably be more time consumjrig and
demand more interpersonal skills on the part of the researcher than will
either Type I or Type III strategies. Frequently, there will be a need for
continuing negotiation and use of positive reinforcement in order to
ensure the cooperation of field personnel. Finally, as stated earlier,
trade-offs will have to be made. Schedules will need changing, subjects
will be lost, and it will not be unusual for that final data-gathering
session (the post-measurement of the dependent variable) to be vie~ed
as unnecessary and a waste of time. Certainly, the patience of the
researcher will be tested. Nonetheless, the teaching center can provide a
viable environment for the collection of desperately needed data

, concerning the behavior of both teachers and children.
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Sweet and Sour Melon

The place of the teaching center in the area of research and
evaluation in teacher education needs a clear perspective if it is to
deliver on the promise that it holds. On the “sweet” or positive side of
the ledger, the teaching center provides a real world setting with
unlimited opportunity for variation. Not only are there honest-to-good-
ness children available to a teaching center, but generally one will also
find a number of both preservice and inservice teachers for use as
subjects. In most cases, the teaching center will provide a climate that is
more receptive to the gathering of information as well as the reception of
feedback. If the teaching ¢enter has a governance board (and many do)
this will offer the researcher the opportunity to develop not only an
understanding, but also an a?ceptance of tasks he or she is trying to
perform. As a result, this should not only create credibility with fic'd
practitioners but also develop some political acceptability with a wide
range of constituents. Finally, even when one considers the trade-offs
and time involved, the opportunity for a more beneficial cost/time factor
is clearly evident. This benefit can be placed in better perspective when
one considers the investment in time and energy traditionally given to
developing and implementing a research or evaluation project in a
conventional public school setting.

!

There are, however, distinct linlitations irherent in the teaching
center vis-a-vis the utilization of strategies for generating information.
On the “sour” side of the ledger, it is simply. not.a_good setting for well
controlled experimental studies. Potter (1974) takes the position that the
field setting enhances the quality of research design, but as one who has
suffered the bruises of attempting to implement such projects with
doctoral students, that position simply doesn’t hold up.

Often, the final determination on whether or not research or evalua-
tion will be performed, will be made by field practitioners. Certainly the
researcher will have the opportunity to persuade others to his or her line
of thought, but frequently important studies (at least important to the
researcher) will simply not be allowed to happen. In comjunction with
that, it is likely that the research focus will be almost exclusively in

applied areas. Frequently the criteria used to make judgments
concerning the acceptability of data gathering strategies will be the

usability of the information and |ts :elatlons_hlp to the ongoing teacher_

center program.

There is likely to be an ongoing conflict hetween researcher and
field practitioner in regards to the “quality” of the evidence. Usually, the
researcher will attempt to push the quality of the data upward, while the
practmoner will often find it difficult to understand the need to

C T

N




Sam J. Yarger

%

inconvenience himself or herself in order to accommodate this factor.
Thus the researcher will be forced to exhibit a great deal of sensitivity to
the subjects and be willing to negotiate trade-offs more frequently than
is desirable. For example, while time is not an academic virtue, it is
frequently a programmatic virtue when dealing with real children in a
school setting. By the same token, where precision in measurement will
be of erucial importance to the educational researcher, it will frequently
be difficult for the practitioner to see the need to render “such obvious
results” with empirical precision.

Finally, the educational researcher must always keep in mind that
teaching centers exist for purposes other than the generat ion of informa-
tion. Teaching centers exist as a place for teachers and other educational
practitioners to enhance their skills to better perform their jobs. There
15 usually a clear mission statement reflected in terms that emphasize
the need to help children. Consequently, a researcher, if care is not
exhibited. may be placed in the unenviable position of attempting to
promote his or her interests at the expense of a child’s education.
Whether or not this is the case, it is a perception that frequently inter-
venes between the data gatherer and the field.

A\l

On balance, though, this writer would contend that the teaching
center provides a unique and exciting environment for the creative
question-asker. The “sweet” far outweighs the “sour.” Given the ability
to develop the flexibility and patience that historically have not
characterized educational researchers, it just might be possible to finally
bring teacher education tc that elusive measure.
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SUPPORT SYSTEMS TO IN-SERVICE CBTE
PERSONNEL, ON CAMPUS AND OFF CAMPUS

Karl Massanari Y

This conference rests on the premise that a research and evaluation
component is critical to the success of operating CBTE programs. We
have heard presentations of two conceptual models for designing such a
compcnent and the importance of three support systems to the effective
implementation of a research and evaluation component. Another
support system is the provision of inservice education for CBTE
personnel. I am interpreting the assigned topic to mean: How does one
go about educating people to conduct and participate in research and
evaluation efforts related to CBTE programs? The underlying
assumption of this paper is that the research and evaluation component
of every CBTE program should have a training element, just as every
CBTE training program should have a research and evaluation compon-
ent. Without a solid support base on the part of the people who are to be
involved, research and evaluation activity will be unproductive, if not a
waste of time.

The basic general question which this brief paper addresses will be
treated under four headings:

1. What is the nature of research and evaluation in CBTE
programs?

2. Who are the people who should be involved in research and
evaluation activity?

3. What kind of-support do we need from them?
4. How do we go about getting it?

1. What is the nature of research and evaluation in CBTE programs?

An examination of the meaning of words we commonly use to
describe what we are doing can be a useful exercise, useful not only for
the sake of clarification but also, in this case, for clues as to what the
substance of research and evaluation inservice education should be. A
Webster's Seventh New Collegiate Dictionary provides help for such an
exercise.

The verb “evaluate” is one of a cluster of words related to the
broader term “estimate”. To estimate means to judge or o give an
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opinion. The judgment is tentative and approximate, and precedes or
takes the place of actual measuring or counting or testing out. To
appraise implies fixing by an expert of the monetary worth of a thing,
but may also be used for any critical judgment. To value equals appraise
but without expertness of judgment. To rate adds to estimate the impli-
cation of fixing a scale of values. To evaluate suggests an attempt to
determine either the relative or intrinsic worth of something in terms
other than monetary. To assess implies a critical appraisal for the
purpose of understanding or interpreting, or as a guide for action. Three
key ideas related to makmg judgments emerge from these definitions
and have relevance for our purposes at this conference.

1. Nature of judgments. They are to be characterized by such
terms as non-finality, tentativeness, approximations of
truth, degrees of accuracy, all of which imply that they
are subject to revision and refinement.

2. Judgments are made in terms of something: expert
opinion, anyone's opinion, pre-determined value scales,

raw data, analyzed data, etc. /
/
3. Judgments are made for some purpose: understanding, in;

terpretation, guides for action. /

Simiiarly, three key ideas emerge from the ‘meaning of the term
“research.”

1. There is an emphasis on the “search” in “research,” but
a special kind of search. “Search” in this case implies a
thorough investigation; a diligent, systematic study. It
assumes careful planning and designing.

2. The “search” is made to discover new facts or to mterpret
known facts. o

3. The results of the “search” lead to a revision of accepted
theories, laws, or principles; and to the practical applica-
tion of such revised theories, laws, or principles.

These key ideas for the terms “research” and “evaluation” set forth their
meaning as used in this paper. 2

2. Who are the people who should be involved in research and evalua-
tion activities related to CBTE programs? /

When one considers the critical importance of a research and

30}
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evaluation component in CBTE programs, and the wide array of signifi-
cant questions for which we seek answers through research and evalua-
tion activities, the answer to the question: Who should be involved?
seems clear enough, that is, all of the people involved in the training
program should be involved in research and evaluation efforts. They
will, of course, be involved differently and at different levels of sophisti-
cation, but they will all be involved. This means that an inservice
education support system for research and evaluation will be both
comprehensive and complex. It wiil be comprehensive because it should
attempt to meet the needs of all of the involved persons; complex
because their needs will be different. I submit that in some way or
another, directly or indirectly, the following groups of people need to be
involved in a sound research and evaluation program:

1. college/university administrators and faculty members
who participate in designing and implementing CBTE pro-
grams.

2. educational researchers who design and conduct research
and evaluation activity,

3. students in teacher education programs,

4. school personnel (administrators, teachers, etc., who parti-
cipate in designing and implementing CBTE programs:
individually, collectively as school faculty, and collectively
as the organized profession,

5. teacher center personnel (if there is a teacher center)

6. school pupils

7. school board members

8. state department of education personnel
9. lay public/tzixpayers
10. legislators—decision makers

The view that many different persons will be involved in research
and evaluation efforts assumes not only that there should be a broad
base of involvement in planning for and conducting such efforts at the
local level, but also that some research and evaluation activities will be
carried on by institutional consortia and others at the state level. Even
though some of these groups may be involved only indirectly, there are
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times when their support is essential to the carrying out of a productive
research and evaluation program. This suggests that CBTE program
operators must attend to the building up of a comprehensive support
base for research and evaluation efforts, and this brings us to the third
question.

" 3. What kind of support do we need from these groups?

'This question may be asked in another way. What is it that these
groups need to know about research and evaluation? What must be
unlearned and what must be learned? What attitudes do they need to
have toward research and evaluation? What fears and anxieties must be
alleviated and what positive attitudes need to be developed? What must
they be able to do? What skills are needed? In othér words, what are the
competencies they need to have to conduct and participate in research
and.evaluation activity? To answer these questions, one might attempt
to identify the desirable competencies for each group. Or, as I will
attempt to do in this paper, one can spell out the desirable competencies
needed to support a research and evaluatlon component and then relate
them to these groups.

First, through the communication of appropriate information and in
appropriate ways, there should be on the part of all involved persons
some awarencss of what is going on and why. For some groups such
information . will need 'to be at a very elementary level, for others it
should be at more advanced levels.

b

Second, the different groups need to possess appropriate levels of
understanding about the objectives, methodologies, and findings of
research and evaluation activity. An understanding of what is going to
happen, what is happening, and of what happened contributes to the
productiveness of research and evaluation activity.

Third, those who participate in research and evaluation activity
should do so within an experimental frame of reference, that is, they
need to have enough openness and flexibility to say, “Look, what we are
doing now may not be the best or only way to do it. Let's try another
approach; maybe it will be better than what we are doing now.” They
need to have an experimental frame of reference which reflects an
awareness and understanding of the fact that most of what we do in
teacher education rests without much support on untested assumptions
and hypotheses. o

Fourth, participants in research and evaluation activity —particu-
larly those who are responsible for administering CBTE programs and

5 -~
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for providing classroom instruction—need to be receptive to the results
of research and evaluation efforts. They need to be willing to modify
practice in Light of feedback from the results.
! .

Fifth, some of the people who are engaged in research\én
evaluation need special technical competence which prepares them to
carry out their responsibilities. Varying kinds of technical competence
are needed by those persons who are responsible for designing research
studies, constructing assessment instruments, making classroom
observations, applying statistical procedures, analyzing research
findings, etc. Such technical competence is needed to support research
and evaluation efforts. If it is not readily available from existing
resources, inservice education opportunities need to be provided to
supplement that which is already available.

-4, This leads to the fourth and last question:

How do we go about getting the kind of support we need to engage in
productive research and evaluation activity in relation to operating
CBTE programs?

‘ Rather than list a number of specific ways to accomplish what we
, are after, I have opted to identify severai guidelines which seem to me to
be more important than a list of particular ways an inservice education
program might be implemented.

First, training to conduct and participate in research and evaluation
activity should not be thought of as limited to the domain of CBTE type
training programs. Since all of teacher education is based largely on
untested assumptions and hypotheses, and since the body of knowledge
concerning the relationship between teacher behavior and pupil learning
outcomes is relatively small, it is important, if not imperative, that all
types of educational personnel development programs include some
attention to the place of research and evaluation in teacher education
and in education generally. This emphasis on research and evaluation
should be reflected in preparation programs not only for classroom
teachers, but also for coljege professors of education and administrators,
school administrators, professional support staffs in schoosis, and state
department of education personnel.

Second, training to conduct and participate in research and
evaluation activity in relation to CBTE programs should not be thought
of as limited exclusively, or even primarily, to the domain of inservice
education. If some understanding about research and evaluation is
important, if an experimenta'l frame of reference toward teacher
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education and education is important, then we ought to conceptualize
professional roles accordingly, formulate appropriate cqompetency
statements, and include them in preservice CBTE programs. This is not
to say that the achievement of such competencies would eliminate the
need for inservice education, but it would certainly change its nature and
at the same time lay the groundwork for engaging in research and
evaluation activity earlier than would otherwise be the case.

Third, the designing and planning for research and: evaluation
activity should involve the participation of the appropriate groups who
will be engaged in the activity. This is not to say that everyone will bring
the same degree of expertise to the task at hand. Such participation
should lead not only to a better understanding of what is to take place
but also should contribute to the development of positive support for
participation in the research and evaluation activities which have been
planned. It should contribute also to a readiness to modify practice in
light of the findings of research and evaluation efforts.

[

Participation by the involved groups in decision making about
research and evaluation activity is sound both educationally and
politically. In the case of the organized teaching profession, such
participation may actually be a requirement. A broad base for decision
making about research and evaluation activity contributes to the
building of a solid support base.

Fourth, the fingh/ngs of research and evaluation activity—both
positive and negative—should be shared with those who.participated in
the planning and, implementation of the activity. This means that
provision must be' made for an interpretation of results, for translating
the findings into useful language which can be used as a basis to modify
practice. Research and evaluation efforts are of little value unless the
results are fed back meaningfully into the training program and
classroom. / .

Fifth, provisions should be made to ensure that the research and
evalyation component of the CBTE program is effective. This component
itself must be subject to evaluation and modification. Such provisions
make quality control possible and in turn, improved training programs.

Returning to the underlying assumption of this brief paper, namely,

that the research and evaluationi component of every CBTE program

_should have a training element, I have argued that inservice education
support systems should be comprehensive enough to meet the diverse

needs of all of the persons who are involved in research and evaluation

activity, that we need to delineate the kinds of competencies needed by
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these persons to support our research and evaluation efforts, and that
within broad guidelines for action we need to devise means for them to
achieve these objectives. If we do this, our research and evaluation
efforts can be productive and contribute to -xpanding the undergirding
body of knowledge not only for individual CBTE programs, but for all of
teacher education. ¢




IMPLEMENTATION OF THE COMPREHENSIVE
RESEARCH AND EVALUATION MODEL AT
THE UNIVERSITY OF TOLEDO -~ -

William W. Wiersma, Jr., Marcia L. Mutterer,
; Stephen Jurs, Thomas G. Dunn, Stuart J. Cohen
and Thomas Gibney

Introduction

The model for research in teacher education is described in an
earlier paper by Dr. Soar. A simplification of an effects model - is
diagrammed later in this chapter in Figure 4. The discussion in this
chapter deals with the components that are required in implementing a
research program based on an effects model. -

Focusing specifically on the CBTE program and the competencies
developed, we could view the links simply as shown in Figure 1.

-

Concepts of . (@)
Competence )

(Empirical)
Indicators of (b)
Competence

(operationalized) ,

+ initial
Link,
_Demonstration of the |
Indicators (c) | Corretational

{Lab experiments) .
(Field experiments) Field
Studies

.~

4

CBTE Program

Effects on Student
o (d) —
utcomes

Figure 1
Schematic Representation of Relationships of CBTE Program s
and Competencies Developed -
Q -~
€.
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Concepts of.competence do not require a CBTE program. They can
be conceptualized on an a priori basis. The empirical indicators of
competence do require some, type of operational, “teaching-learning” .
situation. However, such a situation would not need to be structured
within the context of a CBTE program. For example these indicators
could be identified using experienced teachers.

The research program would have its major concentration on the

*  demonstration of the indicators of competence. With a CBTE program

the demonstration can be structured in either a laboratory or field

context. The laboratory context can and most likely will involve the use

of peers “and selected groups of students. The field context will consist
extensnvely. but not exclusnvely of the student teaching expenence s

The effects on student outcomsés is the final link in this cham from
competenties to outcomgs. Establishing the links between (a) ‘and {d) .
* through all the intervening variables in the real situation, is the compre-
hensive goal uf the research and ev aluatnon\program The validity ef the -
concepts of competence will be tested by observing the effects on
student outeomes of acquiring and using the “skills” défined as the
relevant teaching competencies. Obviously, the four components linked
above ar€ an oversimplificatioh of the model. The remaining part of this
’;\chapter is an expansioq of the model, v .
. The Conceptual Base and Assumptions of The
. Umversnty of Toledo Program .

The 1mportance of clarnfymg the basic assumptions that underlie a
competency-based teacher education program cannot be overempha-
sized. Professional educators will not accept a competéncy-based model
if it is not associated with sound educational assumptions that are
identified and traced to educational theory. In addition, no program
deserves a research effort without that conceptual base. Competency-
based teacher education is an organizing element in our design, it does
‘not automatxc‘ally spell out what teacher _performances_are to be
included. \ .7

. . . -

In their papers Del Schalock and Gilbert Shearron noted the need
for a total effort to deal with educational complexity by considering all
aspects of the educatjonal process. In this way efforts can result in
_producing educatlonal change and benefits for childrerr as well as
university teacher education programs. This is a basic assumption in the

" Toledo program as well. s . -

«

. The competency based teacher education design produced at The

.
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University of Toledp is an attempt to bring the Umversnty, the public
and parochigl schools, and the community into various coalitions that
function cooperatively in, a preservice and inservice teaffr training
program. It is a comprehénsive educational “feform renewal strategy for
.a region, a city, and their educational institutions. It involves a systems
approach and modeling in developing, organizing, and operationalizing a
considerable educational change effort. The basic organizing elements in,
the system are the development of multiunit schools (involving differ
entiated staffing, team teaching, etec., a concept developed at the Wis-
consin R and D Center for Cognitive Learning), individually guided
education, competency based education and competency based teacher
education. These elements are effectively linked together to create a
climate for and support of a strategy for massive educational change.’

The change model which has been created and implemented is
presented in Figure 2. It reveals a successful combmatlon of educational
programs, institutions, personnel and facilities joined together by a
concept and facility labeled a teacher, education centér. The teacher
education center serves as a teacher education laboratory and an
integrating unit for a variety of preservice and inservice teacher
education activities. These activities result in a process for the
improvement of teacher competency involving the use of behavioral
objectives, individualization of instruction, program modularization,
competency<based criteria (knowledge, performancd and product
[consequence] crrterla? ‘and a continuous feedback and evaluatxon
system.

x

The Teacher Education Center is the source of a tota] effort to deal“' -

with educational complexity by consndermg all components in the
educational process with the result of producing educational change and
benefits for learners in elementary schools, secondary schools, and
university teacher education programs. The fundamental effort is: (1) to
produce teacher behaviors that can be identified, tested, and proven
relevant by establishing the relationships .of such behavior with pupil
behavior and outcomes, and (2) to create and facilitate an effective,
positive learning environment and school operation conducive to the
well- bemg of all chudren . -

Sucha lofty purpose is admlrable and we would perhaps agree that
this is a valid fp.’imework for research But where_does one start?

The Umversxt,y of Toledo 'C/mpetency Based Teacher Education
Program has a spund theoretlcal base.? This base is constructed from
two sources. (1) fundamental program assumptions, and characteristics
of the progranm 4 that express these assumptions, and (2) the ten broad
goals of educatlon from the origlnal model

EC L T e o7
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) The first fundamental assumption is that a design for teacher
. education would require a continuing educational process for all persons
{students, teachers and administrators) in all types of educational insti-
tutions invglved with teacher preparation. Reference to all groups of
educational personnel means all persons actively involved in the
education, induction, and support of new teachers, with such groups
becoming the major target populations for a changed program in teacher
education. These groups were identified as three preservice populations
(preschool and kindergarten teachers, elementary teachers in grades
18, and paraprofessionals—teacher aides) and inservice personnel
(college and university perslpnnel school administrators, and inservice

teachers)..-
: ~

It was assumed, that the creation of a new, challenging teacher
education model would result in corresponding changes and innovations
in the school settings where the new -teachers prepared in the model
would be placed. - o

This assumption mirrors Shearron's notion that we have to change
the world in which we do research if we are to be successful researchers.
Consequently, the concept of teacher preparation for a graded, self-
contained classroom was abandoned and there was incorporafed the idea

~ of the multiunit school and the téam teaching approach developed by the
Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning.

)
A further assumption was that the goals of education and teacher
education must be congruent. What are the desired outcomes in pupil
behavior? What are the teacher behaviors that cause them?

/ ,

The comprehensive goals of educatibn prepared by the Committee
on Quality Education for the State of Pennsylvania were modified to
support teacher education purposes.?> They were then reviewed for
teacher education goal legitimation by a national committee of
prominent educators. This process resulted in ten broad goals of teacher
education. Theieéo’als specified relationships between teacher behavior
and pupil outcorn@s, and were the starting point in a process to develop
more specific gnd enabling objectives for the Toledo program.

In transforming these goals and assumptions into_relevant
behavioral objectives for further program development, another major
assumption was made. We generated five conditions of life and edueation
of major,importance to teacher education. We called these conditions
“contexts” and identified them as Instructional Qrganization, Educa
tional Technology, Contemporary Learning Teaching Process, Societal
lFactors, and Research. We'believed that these contexts represented the
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more 1mportant sources of change in teacher education today. An
authority in each con .{ex/t field prepared a position paper on his topic.

Other authorltsz

position papers

provided a zic

objectives. .,

~

m)

context field were provided with the completed
n}i asked toreact to them. The papers and the reactions
source of data for the preparation of behav1oral

‘

In essénce, the broad, adapted go'als of teacher education were

refined
Over 2
for t

considering them from the perspective of the five contexts.
0 behavioral ob jectives were prepared within the five contexts
development of preservice and inservice instryctional programs.

The college faculty used these objectives as the sdurting point in

program development,

adules for the present program. Continuous evalu
revision has refined these modules through three years of implementa-
tion. Formative evaluations of the match of the original goals to the
present objectives have been carried out to continuously examine the fit
bétweén the present program and our original conceptual base.

and cooperatively wrote tHe instructional
fon and consequent

" In the preservice programs, the conceptual process was further
advanced by con51der1ng in both the elementary and secondary
programs what a “successful teacher” should be able to da so as to
generate a comprehensive list of teaching skills and also a potential
sequence for teaching such skills. The process utilized required an

analysis of environment,

assessment of needs,

identification .of

obJectlves specification of instructional strategies, constructing and
Implementmg prototype programs, and program evaluation and
" revision. Thus, the identification of teacher competencies resulted from
.f thxs total conceptual framework.

oy
o
I

It is as a function of this total conceptual base that the preserv1ce
teacher is training to be a decision maker: (1) to diagnose each child’s
Current level of affective and cognitive development so that he/she may
" {2) choose both affective and cognitive content objectives and (3) instruc-
tlonal strategies. The effectiveness of his/her choices is consistently

" 'monitored by (4) measures of the child's success. 4
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The school becomes the laboratory for training effectiveness as teaching
competence is developed in preservice teachers. '

There are additional characteristics of the program that determine
the direction for research. The' program’s heavy field component,
evident from the freshman,to the senior year, is necessitated by the per-
formance-based nature of the modules of ifstruction. Each module,
together with a statement of key concepts -and rationale, specifies
behavioral objectives, alternative instructional strategies, and pre- and
post-assessment criterion measures. Each concept/ and competency is
demonstrated by the preservice teacher in IGE/MUS schools with
children. Each student is required to reach satisfactory criterion on each
modute. Further, the time required for any candidate to complete the
training program depends, basically, on the satisfying®of performance
criteria. .

There is also the requirement that all elements or target
populat,xons in the educational system involved with the program must
be given appropriate and adequate training and re-training to the degree
needed and possible in each. situation. We explain the program to
teachers, and include their feedback in revisions. Teacher preparation is
considered continuous with preservnce and inservice educatnon on a
continuum.

* Individualization is available tcf some extent in the Toledo CBTE
. program. Individualization makes possxble student learnmg activities
_ independent of other learners. A’ consistent effort is also made to
personalize the program, and to make it responsive to student affect.
what they
want to do as well as what they can do; they are theh held d¢countable
for demonstrating the competencies they have helped to define\and have
agreed to achieve. -

Indmdual student affect is consistently measured by objedtive
measures at the same time the student takes the postassessment
each module. Attitudes toward the program are measured throu
questionnaires, and students are encouraged to express their concerns
to their personal advisor, or during small group sessions held for that
purpose. ‘ h '

. . . ) g

The college instructional organization in which the program is .
operated is quite similar to that used in a multiunit school which is the
organizational plan used in cooperating schools. (See: Herbert J.
Klausmeier.i:& others in Educational Comment 1969: Contexts for
Teacher Education published by The University of Toledo.) Clusters of

» 4

]

- T 101




-

-

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE COMPREHENSIVE RESEARCH ANO

. EVALUATION MOOEL AT THE UNIVERSITY OF TOLEGO

modules are taught by interdisciplinary teams of professors from a
variety of disciplines (educational psychology, instructional technology,
social foundations, and math, language arts, social studies and science
education). Each team leader holds regular meetings with the team for
planning instrugtion and for coordinating field eXperiences with the
school Tacilitatos. The facilitator is a professor and recognized mémber of

. the school staff nesponﬂe for supervision of student field experiences

and for coqrdinating inservice education at the request of teachers
involved with the program.

Another characteristic’ of the program is its computer operated

student assessment system. Preservice teacher performance and

attitudinal data per module and objective(s) provide constant, consistent
information leading to the development of better criterion measures,

_ more appropriate instructional strategies (given the learning style of the

student), and better behavipral objectives. Each student’s progress
through the modules at any point in time can be obtained via computer_
printout by his adviser. A continuous data base for measurement of
teacher competence is maintained. The use of such information aids
program self improvement and self renewal through the use of prompt,

-

objective, program feedback.’ . . .

The faculty organization and structure to guide, the development
and implementation of the CBTE program is a process system which
utilizes a College Instructional Improvement - Committee as its
coordindting unit. This committee consists of 27 members and includes
college administrators, CB}’E teaching team leaders (faculty), various

committee oversees and provides policy for (1) the contextual-develop-
mental evaluativ€ process (involving the activities of the Assessment
and Evaluation Committee, the Team Council and the teaching teams,
and the Revision and Planning Committee) and (2) the program support
process (consisting of the Teacher Education Center, school satellite
centers, and the Student Field Services Office). All processes are
channeled through the College Instructional Improvement Committee
and then considered, when necessary, by standing college committees
and the college faculty. The administrative offices of the College
implement and supervise the policies and actions taken by the
appropriate units described above.®

The mechanism that facilitates university school relationships is the
Teacher Education Center. In its observable form, this.center consists of
a campus laboratory used to design instructional systems, to develop
instructional materials, and to demonstrate new techniques. In its less
o})servable form, the center consists of the network of services that the

r

IToxt Provided by ERI » (W]

"CBTE committee chairmen, school personnel and ‘students. The




- William W. Wiersma, Jr., Marcia L. Mutteret, Stepherr‘.lurs',
’ * Thomas G. Dunn, Stuart J. Cohen, and Thomas Gibney

.+ University performs for the schools and that the schools perform for the

. University. The visibility of the center concept is seen in the preservice

teacher who demonstrates competencies in the field and, or is a member

of an instructional team in an IGE, MUS school, the university facilitator

who performs a variety of roles as a school staff mergber, and the

university consultant who inservices teachers. The school’s services are

represented by the teachers, who with university instructional team

members, evaluate preservice teacher performance suggest program
changes, and lend fac111t1es for all these activities.’

A well- desxgned and functioning program with a strong conceptual
base is the place from which we expect to conduct research on the effects
of teaching performances. We have available a cadre of preservice -
teachers who have acquired teaching performances to sufficient but
_ different levels of skill. These teachers can be observed teaching puplls
under known conditions of schooling, and the effects of. preservxce
teacher performance on pupil outcomes may be observed.

In sym, the assumptions and characteristics of the program are
conduéive to research in that: First, the concept of the role of the teacher
that underhies the design of the ‘program is that of the professional
decision-maker. Such a concept requires that the research program
study,_net only what a teacher does but also the kinds of decisions the
teacher makes as he,'she engages in teach1ng This type of research on
teaching has yet to be done and its lack is widely regarded as a major
limitation of previous research. Second, teachers in.the Toledo program
are trained to work in complex teaching environments whereas most
previous research has studied the teachér in the single teacher graded R
classroom. Third, the research will have immediate payoffs in the |
revision of the training program 1tse\%and in_the redesign of the training
activities of the Teacher Education Center. )

.~ . » . N

. We may expect- this research program to provide basic knowledge
the effectiveness of teaching performances and improved training

s ategles , -

' The Rescarch Plan

The instructional program has reacheda stage of maturity i in terms
of the, stability of the modules and the objectives which will allow
rigorous research on aspects of CBTE. This research will be a series of
integrated studies on instruction as well as a validation of the CBTE
program. Evaluators of curricula have called for internally valid

: experlmentatxon as the most fruitful avénue of program validation. Such
“hard” emp1r1cxsm yields the most reliable and generalizable results The
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Thomas G. Dunn, Stuart J. Cohen, ang Thomas Gibney

Toledo program is now at a point where such experimentation is in .
order. The nature of research of thxs type is quite complex. It is
important to validate the program in terms of the behaviors and
outcomes of the pupxls of the teachers trained in our progtam. This
means that the nature of the trammg program, the nature of the
teacher, the nature of the pupil, and the nature of the school ‘must be
considered simultaneously.so that the influence of each can be estimated,

The figure indicates the foci for r@search in our investigative
efforts. Both the teacher, our 'student teachers, and the puplls can be
seen as a complex of values, backgrounds, and abilities. The main thing
that separates our research plan from previous efforts is that we hope to
coordinate our studies rather than doing them piecemeal and wishing’
later that an integrated picture of results would emerge. The pattern of
research studies should show interdependencies among studies. One
study should follow logically from another. The hypotheses of the later
studies should be refinements and extensions of the results of the earlier
studies. s

The lmks that will be investigated are represented in Fxgure 4.Each
arrow in Figure 4 stands for a class of studies. Each class is compnsed of
research on a large number of variables. For example, the arrow
connecting teacher training and teacher behavior is to a great extent the
validation of our program. '

Our primary goal is to estabhsh connective lmks as represented by °
Flgure 4. We plan todo this through a coordinated series of correlational
and experimental studies. The correlational work .will primarily use
observational and test data that will be related through path analysis -
and other structural analyses. Stronger cause and effect results will
hopefully be provided thrOugh experiments conducted in the laboratory
setting of the university and in on-site school situations.

L4

. . s - )
There are seven major characteristics of this research plan:

+ 1. Hypothesis generation and validation '

The early correlational studies will lead to hypotheses to be N

. lested in the experimental studies. -

2. Empirica]l results as quantifiable data

Instrumentation that is required should result n strong ~
measurement Jor many vlzmables .

ERIC .~ g IO -~ .
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3. Includes botlr eleméntary and secondary CBTE .

The effects of CBIE may b more salient n 'one level of -
education. o2 . '

4. Experirr;{antal conclusions from lab studies

The university offers a setting for rigorous control over
¢ gontaminating variables. :

5. Experimental conclusions from field studies;

The schools offer a realistic settmg to study the effects
of ozher mﬂuences

8. Correlatlonal studies from field studies o, ‘
Observatign in a natural setting allows testing and genera-
tion of hypotheses.

Ve
v '

) ’
7. Field follow-up beyond cértification
'D’ 5
The long term effects of training should show some mea-
sure of its potency., .

Such a large scale undertaking will require many activities. Among
these is the need to construct valid measurement systems for the
variables that are to be included. A second important activity is finding *
means to manage all of the data that will be gathered. The present
computer managed instruction‘system may have to be modified to
accommodate these new needs. Third, there is a need to manage people.
A cadre of observers, testers, clerks,. and others will have to be
coordinated and directed. And, fin lly, thereiis a need to manage the

search program. The interrelationships among the studies and the
time schedule to be maintained will need to be directed in a fair and
efficient way.» !

We turn now to the details of the studies that we plan to conduct.
First, the correlational field studies will be described and then the
experimental studies will be developed. .

’

Correlational Field Studies. The series of correlational field studies
will serve primarily as the hypothesis generating component of the
research progl\am. Data will be gathered from student teachers, pupils,
and the school context. Student teacher data will include such things as

N
.
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personal,characternstncs performance in prevnous modules in the CBTE
program, and level of performance on a specrflc teaching strategy being
1mp1emented .Some of the specific teachlng strategies to be observed
are. convergent inquiry, divergent inquiry, behavior modification, value
clarification, and concept lessons. These strategies arise from different
models of teaching.® Each teaching strategy has béen identified and
criterion observation instruments are available to a limited extent.
Preliminary data, used primarily for developmental purposes, have been
collected for current student teachers. To insure observer' reliability
throughout the data collection of the research program, instruments will
be further pilot- tested and reflned and observers will receive .
approprlate training.

"The data representing pupil outcomes will be quite var1ed and will
consist of such information as observ ations of classroom behavior, scores
on both teacher made and standardized tests, and scores on affective
inventories. The primary source of pup# outcome data will be #hanges in
performance from pretest to posttest on a variety of objectives in
several content areas. The initial areas to be included will be reading and
mathematics, since there is some commonality of programs in these
areas among the schools involved. Many of the schools use the Wisconsin |
Reading Design and the Toledo Mathematics Program. Both of these
programs are instructional systems with emphasis on individualization.

+In both reading and mathematics therg are certain skills and content
areas which predlctably cause problems for pupils. These problem areas
will serve as.a major, source for content and objective constancy, while
the teachlng strategles and school contexts vary.

Pupil outcomes can be considered in a
content area by strategy, and such a matri
Within each content area and. strategy, specilic, cognitive, pupil
outcomes carybe identified and im estigated. Examples of such outcomes
are presented in the ceiis of the matrix of Figure 5. Some cells in the
niatrix are blank, since is unlikely that, in the actual field sifuations,
student teachers will use every strategy in every content area.

. . LT
o—d1mensnona1' matrix of

Although to some degree the teaching strategles are heterogeneous

by nature, there is enough commqnahty of the thinking process within a

teaching strategy that comparisons c4n be made across content areas.
Comparisons across, strategies can be made within content areas.

Equating pupil outcomes is more complex when comparlng across

. subject matter or even within subject matter that has substantial

' diversity. Such comparisons will be made in most of the secondary

program and in science and social studies in the elementary program.
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The common characteristic throughout the CBTE program is the system
of activities that results in effective teaching. Regardless of subject
matter or grade level, teachers engage in four major activities: (1) to
diagnose individual student’s strengths and weaknesses, (2) to plan and
prescribe instructional strategies to ameliorate the deficiencies, (3) to
implement the strategies selected, and (4) to evaluate the success of
their efforts. All student teachers are required to have detailed plans
prior to instruction of any lesson. The objectives for each lesson can be
classified by a variety of content free pupil outcomes such as the number
of objectives to be mastered, the thinking level or cognitive process
required to master each objective,® or even the level of moral develop-
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e

The correlational field studies should proude a broad enough data
base to assess ths: relationships between variables in seve}'al typical
educational settings. Slgmflcant relationships between teaching strate
gies and pupil outcomes in a particylar schoo] context will. suggest
potentnally valuable experimental studies. The absence of empirical
support for expected contingencies will he equally useful in déveloping a
link between teacher performance and pupil outcomes.

’ -

Experimental Studies — Laboratory Setting and
. Field Setting

, L

The experimental studies, in general, will assess the link bet wieen
teacher performance and pupil outcomes in controlled settings. ’l,‘he
advantage of experimental studies over the correlational field studies-is
that a more direct cause and effect association. can be inferred. The
difference between the experimental studies in the labaratory and. fleld

settings is one of degree of control as well as the setting.

place in the tekcher education program prior to the student teachmg

- gxperience. Many of these will be on campus, involving peers instead of . \
elementary and secondary puplls Maximum control of factors can be f
exercised, varying only one or a few factors per exf;ernment

The laborﬁ{)yry setting experlmental studies wlll be those that tal{e

The field setting, experimental stﬁdl‘ewllf take place durmg the
student teaching experience. At least' some measure, of control can. be. .
exercised when implemefiting these planned experlments Control will 7. ,’
~- <. be somewhat less than for the laboratory settmg experlments e

e o )’_

.....

Most of the 1ndependent and dependent varlab}es ‘used in the .
experlmental studies Will_ be similar to the variables 1nvest1gated T
" through the correlational field studies. Independent variables will "
imclude teaching strategy and ccrresponding. ng,]evel of teacher perform o |
ance. Dependent Varjables will be pupil behavior and pupil gutcome |
variables such as the nature of pupll participation (pupll behavior) as.
. w.ellas their’ performance on criterion instruments (pupll outcomes)’ The L
experxmental studies will include pretests and random assxgnment of U
” “treatinents tp classes lq,‘all of these studies.the obJecﬁves an,d. confeht
canbe ¢ trolled s6 that vahd comparlsons can be made across comparx
son grpups To make comparlsons across content, experlments W1ll be
desngned 4n whlch, the cognitive outcomes will be’ controlled. and the
teachin strateg;es randomly assigned. Such-an "Xperlment permlts one
f,q determmé w%gthei' a partlcular teaohmg strategy "is’ un;l'ornﬂy
, , - approprlate fo.r eliciting, pupﬂ )t.cqmes i’c a speclfned cognltlve leveI

iliacrosscontentareas.".,v’( R S R
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. Follow-Up Fleld Studies . ., ’ SR
In addition to the correlatlonal and experimental studles. follow up o
field studies will be performed to determine the long range effects of the” .
undergraduate education. That is: To what extent does the .school
context weaken or strengthen the effects that are identified among .
preservice teachers? Do teachers educated in a CBTE program act as, *
change agents in varlous school settings? ’

»

a
The data base for the follow up studies will come from two sources. .

These are the information stored on each .student’s performanée on

every module in the CBTE program prior to student teaching and the

information on the student obtained during student teaching, xncludlng

performance in both field and experimental studies.
The fol[()w up studxes 1n}he elementary program will focus 1n1t1ally

on readlng and mathematics while studies in the secondary p;ogra;n will | -
, bein English.and social studies. Later studies in botl eleméntary.and,.-

. secendary, programs will be expanded to include a wide range of contert /
_areas. Sucha strategy. will allow us to determifie whether initial fmdlngs
generahze Aacross content areas. The amount of data collected will
remain somewhat stable throughout the follow up. For ekample, as
more secondary student teachers in mathematics and science become
available, fewer numbers of student teachers in social sc1en,ce and_
English will be 1ncluded in the follow-up P R

4 ’ - P e

‘The basic context in which the research program will be. imple-
mented is the usual quarter system. (fall, winter, spring) ovef an
.atademic year. The activities of the ‘research program are pIangQ)é, pllbt
testing, and 1mplementa£10n These are designated by PLAN; PILOT,
AND FULL, respectively in Flgure 6, whlch summarizes the research -
program oyer a five year period. The Xi's. represent experlments td be
conducted and Fi Lsrepresent the data collection points in the follow up

LS

" studies. / @ :
S T E ,' . Products and Outcdiner—"

The sh0rt range and most apparent products of the research
program will be the knowledge products dealing with CBTE and the
effectiveriess of teaching in” general. The most d1rect knowledge
products can be' summarized as:

._1,.The identification of the relationships between the numer-
*.. ous variables studied, specifically as they are in the cate-
gories of CBTE program variables, teacher behavior vari-

f‘b
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ables, pupil behav1or variables and pupil outcome
variables. i

2. The relative effectiveness of different teaching strategies
_applied in various subject area and school settings.

3. The relative effectiveness of CBTE training for elementary
and secondary, and, the variables that interact with the
levels of the elementary-secondary ‘dichotomy.

4. Decision points in teaching process; the nature of decisions
in the teaching process and an-identification of the prere-
quisite knowledge and skills necessary for decision making.

5. The identification of most ‘effective CBTE program
characteristics, for example, the most appropriate entry
points fdr students. . !

6. Comprehenswe information about the operation of the .
CBTE program.

o =

"Aby- product of the research program W1ll be the developmer# and'

‘refinement of cognitive and affective instruments, primarily in the areas
of teacher behavior and student outcomes. These instruments will not
only be valuable for related research, but they will be especially valuable

. for assessment and evaluation in teacher education programs, wﬁéther

competency -based or not.
1)

The research program will provide the validation for the/ CBTE
program at The Umver51ty of Toledo. It is anticipated that through the
reSearch program a ‘great deal of development evaluation, and
modification of the undergraduate CBTE program will take place. Thus,
the research program will provide for needed synthe51s of conceptual
and operational CBTE components into an established whole.

From a broader perspective, the research program will prowde
knowledge, process, skills, etc., that are transferable to CBTE in
general throughout the United Statea and, anyweg that such an
approach to teache/regucatlon is takefi! = \

AN - \ rr

There are several reasons that the results of the research program
have a'wide transferability? One reason is that the context in which the
researeh is being conducted has wide, scope. Individually guided
education (IGE) is an instructional programmm g model that emphasizes,

. mdeed mandates, that deClSlOI‘l makmg be done by professwnals at the

«
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point where'it is needed. This means that the teacher is the primary
instructional decision maker, and the role of the teacher is professional-
ized to a greater degree than has been the case wnth more traditional
. mstructnonal models.

The multiunit school (MUS) instructional organization is a
component of IGE. Unlike the self-contained classroom, MUS is a
flexible, staff differentiated arrangement that accommodates program-
ming for individual stude nts. The MUS has been described succinctly as:

) An invention of organizational arrangements that have ‘
emerged from a synthesis of theory and practice regarding in-
structional programming for the individual student, horizon-
tal and vertical organization for instruction, role differentia-
tion, shared decision making by group‘s, open communication
among school personnel, and administrative and instruc-
tional accountability." ° :

) , .
IGE/MUS is not an educational fad or short-lived tanovation. It is a
well-established, alternate form of schooling that is gaining witde.gccep- .
tance.'? Research, development, and 1mplementatlon with respect to
IGE/MUS have been extensive, and are increasing.'3 Since the CBTE
program at The University of Toledo is based on IGE as the instructional
programming model, it has a base or context which is neither provincial

° nor traditional which considerably enhances the transferability of the
CBTE program.

The CBTE program. at The University of Toledo is highly field-
based and we have already alluded to the importance of this model for
joint decision-making between universities and school systems. The
field based charaéteristic also means that research results with under-
graduates have direct implications for inservice programs. Indeed, the
CBTE program has develope a model for close cooperation between
schools and universities in the preparatnon of both elementary and
secondary teachers.- X

Finally, and undoubtedly most importantly, the research program
will provide the knowledge and processes by which the education of
pupils, kindergarten through high school, can be improved by the more
effective training of teachers. With the scope of the anticipated
research, the knowledge and processes will have wide application,
rather than being specific to an isolgted situation.
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D»Bushnell and D Rappaport {eds ) Planned Change In Education, New York Harcourt, 1971, pp 107-126

12 Operational IGE Schools now exceed 1500 and are found in approximately ong-half the states in the
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will have operating IGE nbtworks. .

13 Any ot along list of publications published at the Wisgonsin R and D Center |£DIEIA of the Kettering

- Foundation, The University of Toledo, and Qthers could be referenced For example, fronside, R A, The

¢ 1971-72 Nationwide Instaliatiori of the Multiunit/IGE Model tor Elementary Schoola A Proceaa Evaiuation
¢tPrinceton, N J., Educational Testing Service, 1973).
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PROPOSAL FOR A CONSORTIUM OF STATES
TO DEVELOP A NATIONAL PROGRAM TO
IMPROVE TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS

v "Frederick J. McDonald

Introduction P ¥

4

The states have the uitimate responsibility for insyring that the
quality of teaching in their schools guarantees all children a sound
education and that all children have equal op?ortunities for receiving
this education. If citizens are dissatisfied with ‘the results of schooling,
they can turn to the state to effect the changes that will make a real
difference in what, and how, and how much childrén learn, in what they
become, and what their education does for them thro’ugh the years after
they have left school. '

Who teaches in our schools and how they teach is determined by the -
system that selects them, prepares them, evaluates them, and .at one
time certifies them and at another gives them tenure. This system has
been created by the laws, policies and regulations instituted by
legislatures, state boards of education, and chief state school officers and
their staffs. Little change will occur if these groups do not wish to,

"initiate it. ) : -

Numerous educational innovations have been tried in the past two
decades—curriculum reform, new facilities of imaginative design,. new
organizational arrangements, and new technology. Despite ,some
promising results, the magnitude of educational improvement has been
small in proportion to the size of the problems to be solved.

As these innovations were tried out, it became apparent that
neglect of the role of the teacher and meager concern for the terLcher's
competence in the context of the innovation led inevitably to .neager
results. Until the “new math” is conveyed through the skill of'a teacher
who understands it and can teach it skillfully, “new math” is little moré
than old formulas in new symbols.

We are at the end of a cycle during which everything but improving
the competence of teachers has been tried. We are still dissatisfied with
our schools, so we have turned to improving the quality of teaching in
the schools. Three approaches to the improvement of teaching have been
.adyocated or instituted in recent years. The first of these is the
accountability evaluation approach. This approach requires that what

)
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the schools are trying to do for chddren be clearly specified and
measured, and then means be taken toi 1mpr0\ e educational performance
(e.g., Michigan). Or criteria for teacher performance are estaflished
(usually locally) and teachers are evajuated in terms of these criteria -
(e.g., California). o

A second approach is remedml in character. In-service training
programs are created to prow ide teachers with special knowledge and
skill. Texas, for example, has mandated that each teacher take ten in”
service training days eachygear and support this training. Other states
(e.g., New York and Mfchigan) are attempting to create professxona
development centers. Georgia has begun 4 program for 1mprovmg the
competence of administrators. New Jersey is Creatmg Edutational

¢ Improvement Centers. — . ©

A third approach is represented in the competency-based move-
ment. This movement is essentially a reform of th@system for preparing
teachers and radical change in the criteria for certifying them, About
half the states have taken some actions to change the system of teacher
preparation and certification.

In this diversity of approaches f.wo major goals ‘are appafrent—
.t1) to focus programs on improving the competence of teachers and
- admlmstrators, directing these efforts to the.improvement of the

"teaching skills of teachers now in the schools, and (2) to change in a
fundamental way the system for the training of teachers.
T 4 .

This proposal describes a plan for creating a national research and
development program through the states. The goal of the program is to
improve teaching effectiveness markedly and.as rapidly as possible.
Each state will develop its own approach to the improvement of teaching
effectiveness. Each state’s approach will be coordinated with that of
other states pax&icipating in a consortium. This consortium will develop
the national plahn of which each state's plan will be a component. During
the first two years of operation these plans’ effect on identifying the
' components of teaching effectiveness and on improving effectiveness
will be evaluated. During the second phase the results of the research
and evaluation on the first phase pro'gram will be used to develop a
second generation program in which states utilize what they have
learned from each other’s work. 'The National Commission on
Performance-Based Education will conduct the research and evaluation
program for thjs consortium of states. - .

)Y

This proposed research and development program is a concerted
effort by the states to create new strategies and systems for improving
the quahty of teachmg in the schools

,{n
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PROPOSAL FOR A EONSOHTI“M OF STATES T0 DEVELOP A
NATIONAL PROGRAM TO IMPROVE TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS

The Need for Training Programs for Experienced Teachers

In the past five years there has been rehewed interest in improving .
the quality of education by improving the quality of teaching in schools.
This interest is apparent in the rapidity with which states have moved to
require that prospective teachers be certified on the basis of
demonstrated competence toteach. - . .

The competency ‘based movemfjlt has focused attention on

competence to teach. Historically, A

ericans have sought to improve

the quality of teaching by improving t

e quality of the agducation
provided for teachers. Beginning with “Tappan's Law" which stipulated

that a teacher must be educated to at least one%evel beyond the level of -

the students that he or she was teaching to the latter day requirements
in many states that teachers have completed a master's degree, the
amount of formal education requiréd of ‘teachers has progresswely
increased. The consequence has been a substantial improvement. in the
aptitudes and abilities of individuals who become teachers and the range
of knowledge that they possess. The teaching forte is now comprised of
talented and educated individuals. The members: of the teaching
profession are as well-educated as members of many other professional
groups and well beyond the level of education of most Americans. But,
as the proponents of competency based education repeatedly point out,
desirable as these changes are, they have not insured that teachers are
in fact competent to teach. '

The competency -based movement, however, has focused its efforts
on the improvement of the beginning teacher by urging that teacher
preparation programs be competency.based, and that the requirements
for initial certification be based on demonstrations of competence to
teach. In these times, however, we cannot expect to make substantial
and mdssive improvements in the' quality of education by improving the
competence of beginning teachers. The teacher surplus substantially
lessens opportunltles for beginning teachers to enter the educational
system. Further, the declining birthrate is reducing the Size of the
school populatien. Positions will bé available to, prospective teachers
mainly asteachers retire. The present teaching force is relatively young,
its average age has been estimated as about 35 years. It appears,
therefore, that the teaching force will become mcreasmeg stable,
gradually aging over a decade thh relatively few replacements in the

immediate future ,

If we consider the changed nature of the teaching professwn, the .
economic conditions under which it will exist for the next two decades,

and the fact that a very large pl‘OpOI‘thﬂ of teachers have completed
Q
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most of the formal requirements for maintaining their positions, it is
obvious that there is little hope of improving the quality of edugation by
/improving the competence of beginning teachers or by requiring more
formal education. either of beginning teachers or of experiencéd
teachers. '

’ ) The Need for a Cooperative Effort to ’ .
Improve Teaching Competence

Everyone recognizes.that the knowledge base for improving
teaching competence is limited. It is this lack of knowledge that has
promoted the formation of the National Commission. Although almost
everyone agrees that focusing attention on the competence to teach is
necessary, they are equally sensitive to our imability to specify precisely
what this competence ought to be.

. We cannot, however, afford to build this knowledge base in our

. traditional ways, with scattered research projects in a variety of places

each of which may have significance in itself but bear little or no obvious

relationship to each other, and from which the results are not likely to be

cumylative. Further, if we wish to succeed in improving teaching

competence, we can do so pnly with full teacher cooperation and by their
participation in the research and development effort.

Eurthermqre,/' the creation of a joInt effort to determine what,
constitutes teaching competence and to uSe the results of this research in .
the improvement of experienced teachers requires the éffective support,

. stimulation, and leadership of the states. We have seen the competency-
+ based movement spread rapidly because states became interested in its
concepts and began to change thé®requirements for certification. A
comparable system of support and leadership from the states is required
if we are to shift the focus of the competency-based movement to the
improvement of teaching in schools today. We are proposing, therefore,
the formation of a consortium of states which will work together on the
problem of improving teaching effectiveness.

There are obvious practical advantages for this type of coordinated
effort. The improvement of teaching competence requires the
achievement. of three goals: (1) the identification of competencies which
have been shown to be significantly related to the improvement of
children’s learning; (2J the development of a system for training
experienced teachers in these competencies; (3) the creation of informa-
tion systems within schools which provide administrators and teachers
with data on teaching performance and student learning that can be used
for diagnostic and training purposes. A coordinated effort would provide

Q o
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PROPOSAL FOR A CONSORTIUM OF STATES T0 OEVELOP A
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for exchange of materials, techniques, and instruments in an efficient
way, with avoidance of duplication of effort.’
‘ .

Most importantly, the creation ¢f a consortium would be a visible,
sign that the improvement of teaching effectiveness was a matter of
major public policy and commitment. The direct involvement of the
states and teachers and administrators within the states in a concerted
effort to improve teaching competence will allay public concern that the
profession is not willing to take upon itself responsibility for improving
its effectiveness. The comprehensiveness and quality of the effort will
ensure that its results will have credibility.

‘ .

The National Commission can contribute to the support of this effort
and to the acceptance of the results of the work undertaken. The
‘Commission is composed of a variety of national leaders in research, in
education, and in'public affairs. The Commission is a group of individuals
who have committed themselves to the creation of a national research
and development effort to improve teaching effectiveness. Their joining
together with a consortium of states brings to. the effort visibility and
public recognition on a national basis that should inspire confidence and
support from legislators and the public generally.

™~

The Organization og the Consortium

13
.

The Consortium will be composed of those states which choose to
join in the national program to improve teaching effectiveness. Initially,
the Consortium will be composed of those states who have or are
planning well conceived programs ‘for teachers and administrators
designed.to improve teaching effectiveness. '

The Consortium will be a joint activity with the National *
Commission on Performance Based Educatiort. The Commission will
serve as the research and development arm of the Consortiun}.

A Council of the Chief State School Officers of the participating
states will serve as the policy making and administrative center of the
Consortium. Each participating chief will appoint one or two staff
members to the Planning and Evaluation Staff, members of the National
Commission’s research and development staff will also be members of
the Planning and Evaluation Staff. .

The Planning and Evaluation Staff will be responsible for designing
the coordinated plan that integrates the projects of the variods states.
They will also be responsible for making recommendations to the chiefs

oy
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for new program developments and for modifications in overall plan.
They will provide the chiefs with analytic and mterprﬂve reports.

This council of chiefs and staff will be the responsible agent for the
development of the Consortium, for monitoring its activities, for
exchangipg information, and for interpreting the results of this work to
policy making agencies. The chiefs and their staff will meet four to five
times a year to engage in the planning process, to determine what types
of information is needed to improve programs, and to plan for dissem-
inating the results and interpreting the implication of these results.

Each member state will create one or more centers for the improve
ment of teaching effectiveness. These centers will be groups of schools
working onthe improvement of teaching in their complex. Each center
will focus on particular approaches to the problem of improving teaching
effectiveness. ‘

Some states, for example, have chosen to imiprove school and
teacher effectiveness by creating programs designed to improve the
competence of administrators. Other states have planned to create new
training programs for teachers desxgned to improve their competence.
Yet other states have created centers which will increase teaching
effectiveness by improving the quality of the instructional materials and
programs in schools. Each state will bring together a group of people
who will be responsible for developing a plan using one or more such
approaches. The focus of this planning should be on relating the
particular approach specifically to the improvement of teachin
competence. - j

L]

The National Commission will contribute its research and,
development staff for the evaluation of these efforts to improve teachmg
competence, especially in defining the types of teaching competence that,
would be affected directly by a state’s approach. If, for .example, the
““approach is to make curricular materials and programs available to
teachers, the research and development staff of the Commission will
help iﬂ‘ent.zf?y those teaching competencies tHat are required to use the

proEram@

The loca.l and state staffs and the Commission will work together:
(1) to develop the measurement systems for measuring teacher
knowledge and performance and for measuring the learning of students,

(2) to create and carry out the research design; (3) to conduct the data
analysis; and (4) to provide reports on the results of the research.

The center program should extend over at least five years. Initially
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each center will have its own speclal focus, but, as knowledge is §Tlare
among the, states the prbgrams cat be modified in succeeding years! “By
the end of five years there will be a series of centers across ‘the country.

Figure 1 provides the organizational chart of the Consomum Goals,
administrative policies and program strategies will be developed by the
Council of .Chiefs. Detailed planning of the coordinated plan and the
design for its evaluation will be the responsibility of the Planning and
Evaluation Staff. Technical expertise on design, measurement, and data
analysis will be provided by the National Commission's research and
development staff. Each state will create its o planning and
evaluation staff to work with the Consortium’s Planlgg and Evaluation
Staff. '

-
~

The coricept underlyfng this joir‘t program is that each center will

‘focus its efforts on improving effectlveness through a particular
strategy. If, fot example, the strategy is,to improve administrator
competence w hich in turn is expecte’d to influence teacher effectiveness,
that program should be able to state what can be done by this procedure
within no less than two years with a sufficient degree of.reliability that
its particular program can be used more broadly. At the same time
another center could be focusing on specxflc kmds of inservice training
programs. , . £

L4

As knowledge becomes available abont the siréhgths and”

.limitations of each approach the consortiuro members can then create a
second generatlon program by exchanging information. For example, if
it 1s found-that improving administrator competence incréases teachmg

effectiveness by a certain amount and that certain kinds of ‘inservice”

training programs improve teachmg to a particular degree, these two
approaches can be combmed in various ways to see what their totgl
effect might "be. i . .

The overall research and development strategy is to pick a
particular focus for improvement that a state thinks promising, and

. ,then, within a relatively short period of time, estimate how; muich’

lmprovement is actually obtained by that approach. Once " that
information is obtained, combinations of approaches can be used so that
within another two-year period the effects of a more comprehensive pro-
gram can be estimated. Thus it is reasonable to expect that, by the
beginning of the fifth year of this effor, prototypes and models of these ~
training and development systems will have been created

-It is*important to recognize that any research and development
program of this kind will always be prodicing some knowledge that will
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be mmediately usaljle It w'll not bg necessar) to »valt five years before
the work of theée center§. can be disseminated more broadly For
example, i a particular tra{mng program to improve teachmg
effectiv eness in the teaching readmg produces significant increases in
student Iearmng such a progrym ouglt to be used more broadly. Thus
the research and development strategy. is a combination of producing
know ledge “about effectiveness which is immediately usable and, by

contmually using this knowledge to build new programs, create more | '
powerful strategies for i 1mprov1ng, the quality of education. ...

’

: o ) The Consontmm at the State Level o ‘; ol

g
&
¢
t
, t
)

Each state will dec1de on a particular area of 1mprovemen'4, in

student learning; for ‘example, one state may decidé that, the
improvement of the development of early education programs is a
necessary step for lfnpro\ung the quality of education. Another state
may decide that its initial efforts, will be focused on the 1mprovement of
ch:ldrenls learmng of the basic skills in the elementary school. Another
state maty deqi‘de that the primary focus of its activities will be on_the
improv ement .of admmlstrator leadership qualities and competencies.

Eacb state will then organize a complex of schools which will work

on this partlc'ular problem For example,. if the goal is to improve

- teaching effectlveness in the teachmg of reading and mathematics, the
lt ‘ admlmstrators .and teachers in these schools will partlclpate in, the

\. X training programs to be developell by centers that the state is creatll'ug

Ve [

. The next step will be for the center's staff and the research and

‘”,, development staff of the Commission to generate the design for the
i

_;: research and developn'ient program that will be embedded in the
Ck \_' training strategv and systems. Probably the best organizational
. “ .arrangement is to create a research and development staff composed of

the Commission’s staff and staie and local personnel which will supervise
the creation of the research plan and will be responsible for its conduct’
and monitoring.

\ \ ":‘ L ) ~

N LY ‘u Each state and local complex will create its own system of advisory

' rds The National Commission will serve as an advisory board to the
e(;t ltself because of its national character and broad-based

\ lh ers 1p o ‘. .

SN J \V;\ SN o ' T

‘, \\ Steps in the Development of the Pro;ect

N D hd
‘<

* txgnal Commnsslon and the member states will jointly seek
the fugd oﬂae‘formatlon of the Council of Chiefs and the Planmng and
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Evaluation Staff and for a six-month program planning phase. The
Commission staff w\I work with the Council and Planning and
Evaluation Staff to create the coordinated program of the Consortium. -’
Each state should generate within a six-month period its specific
plan which will include the strategy that it proposes to use, thé‘training
sites in which the plan will be carried out, and the research and
development plan by which the impact of the strategy will be evaluated.

Within this same six month period the staff of the Council of Chiefs
should meet regularly to dev elqp the coordination and integration among
-. the various plans, and its relatlonshxp to the tofal plan.

The next six months should be devoted to the start-up of each
state's program. The six month planning period for start up time simply

. recognizes the reality of the difficulty of getting programs going. One,

s however, may be much more optimistic about the time needed for start-
up because each of the states inthe Consortium now has work underway
which will be the initial focus of interest. Thus, although a year is
envisioned as the amount of time needed to create the system by which
an operational plan will be carried out, one might expect that each of
these plans would be initiated sooner than that depending upon how

: .much devetbpment work has already been undertaken in a particular

T

R 111 TR

. Years two and three will be the first generation phase of the
program. At the end of this period of time plans will be made for the
redevelopment of a second generation program in which elements from
various states’ programs are combined into new programs. Thus, by the

" end of the fifth year model systems should be in place.

Summary

The creation of a joint effort hetween a Consortlum of States and
the National Commission on Perfox’r‘da.nce Based Education to create a
national. research and development ' ‘effort to improve teaching
effectiveness is proposed. Each state will}” in effect, be a_ particular
approach to the problem of improving effectiv ene§s and the combination
of approaches will represent a range of efforts that may be made
! The development of strategies and programs moves through two
._phases (1) the initial phase creates a program with a particular focus on
administrator training, curricular improvement or direct training of
teachers to improve their effectiveness or combination of these, (2)
second = generation programs test further developments of these
approaches ] . ",
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The program will be carried out through a network of schools in
which a total effort will be made to 1mprove the quality of teaching in
those schools. The selection of schools in each state will represent a
variety of kinds of schools, pupils, and communities.

The program development goals of this project are to create new
systems for improving teaching effectiveness. To achieve these goals
teachers and administrators will participate in the development and
conduct of the programs. Information systems will be built which
provide administrators and teachers with data on teachmg effectiveness.
In general the program development goal is to create systems for

+ improving teachmg effectiveness that are practical, efficient, and

reasonably economlc

The research and development goals are te provide the knowledge
base derived by studying the effects of the various training systems so
that what eventually becomes the training system will have a 'solid
foundation indata. The research and development program will identify
what constitutes teaching competence and how to measure and evaluate
it. The program will also identify those kinds of school conditions that
need to be modified if teachers are to be effective.

By bringing tugether the states and the National Commission, it is
expected that the results of this work will significantly influence
decisions about schools. The range of decisions that are potentially likely
to be influenced by this effort are those reiated to how teachers will be
certified, how they will be evaluated before tenure, what kinds of
training are needed for teachers and administrators, what types of

,curricular materials facilitate teaching effectiveness, and what

characteristics of administration are needed to improve effectiveness. It
is also likely that such information will provide a base for making
decisions about financing of education that will ‘meet the neeus for
providing for equal educational epportunities, for equally effective
education, and fu: accountability of the educational professions.




